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San  Frzmcisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

770  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Thomas  G.  Conrad  Telephone:  (415)749-2400 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  Street,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Barbara  W.  Sahm  Telephone:  (415)558-6397 


Project  Title:  9L355E 

Project  Sponsor 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Contact  Perscm: 

Helen  Sause 

Telejrihone: 

(415)  749-2400 

Project  Address:  Area  generally  bounded  by  Second,  Harrison,  Fourth  and  Market  Streets. 
Assessor's  Blocks  and  Lots:     All  of  blocks  3723,  3734,  375 1 ,  and  portions  of  blocks  3705, 

3706,  3707,  3722,  3724,  3733,  3735,  3750,  3752,  3763. 
City  and  Connty:    San  Francisco 

Project  Descripti<m:  Proposed  amendments  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan, 
which  will  include  design  guidelines,  and  proposed  approval  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to 
the  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  between  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  concerning  land  within  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment 
Project  Area  (YBC).  The  amended  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  initiates  a  parallel  planning 
process  that  make  the  Plan  congruent,  where  appropriate,  with  the  goals,  policies,  and  land  use 
designations  of  relevant  elements  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Code. 
The  relevant  Master  Plan  elements  are  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan, 
specific  provisions  of  which  are  being  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  aie  relevant 
portions  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  The  amended  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  also  includes  the 
reclassification  of  Height  and  Bulk  districts  within  YBC  to  reduce  the  scale  of  future 
development  and  to  better  reflect  and  complement  the  scale  of  existing  and  potential 
development  in  the  surrounding  area. 

THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIHCANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND 
AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon 
the  criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15063  (Initial 
Study),  15064  (Detennining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of 
Significance),  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial 
Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 

Deadline  for  Filing  an  Appeal  of  this  Detennination  to  the  City  Planning 
Commission:  July  22,  1991. 

An  applies  requires:    1)  a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  appeal,  and; 

2)  a  $75.00  filuig^fee. 


THOMAS  G.  C^^AEX  Chief,  Planning,  Hetising  and  Programming 
BARBARA  W.  SAHM,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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^YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 
^  AND  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

INITIAL  STUDY 
91.355E 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  Initial  Study  is  to  focus  topics  requiring  analysis  in  a  Subsequent 
Environmental  Impact  Report  based  on  a  review  of  environmental  documentation  for  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBC).  The 
proposed  project  for  the  purpose  of  this  Initial  Study  consists  of  amendments  to  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  to  be  adopted  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  Disposition  and 
Development  Agreement  between  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
Olympia  &  York.  The  proposed  project  is  outlined  below. 

The  project  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR).  Case  91.355E,  consists  of  (1) 
amendments  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  Redevelopment  Plan),  and  (2)  consideration  of  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the 
Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd.  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBG  Ltd.),  a  California  limited 
parmership  (the  managing  general  partner  of  which  is  Olympia  &  York  -  YBG  L.P.,  an 
affiliate  of  Olympia  &  York  Development,  Limited,  of  Toronto,  Canada)  for  the  Yerba 
Buena  Gardens  portion  of  YBC.  The  amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  which  will 
include  design  guidelines,  concem  the  incorporation  of  the  goals,  policies,  and  objectives 
of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  SOM 
Plan)  and  the  relevant  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  and  the  redesignation  of  some 
of  the  height  and  bulk  classifications  within  YBC  to  reduce  allowable  height  and  bulk. 
The  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA  sets  the  scope  of  development  on  Eastem 
Block  2  (EB-2)  (see  Figure  2  for  designation  of  blocks  within  YBC);  establishes  how  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  will  receive  consideration  for  the  conveyance  of  two  parcels  on 
EB-2  to  Olympia  &  York;  establishes  that  YBG  Ltd.  wUl  no  longer  be  obligated  to 
develop  Central  Block  3  (CB-3)  and  that  the  Agency  will  assume  responsibility  for 
development  of  CB-3;  and  establishes  YBG  Ltd.'s  obligation  to  develop  retail  uses  on 
Central  Block  2  (CB-2)  and  their  right  to  develop  on  EB-2.  Other  aspects  of  the  YBC 
project  are  generally  the  same  as  those  analyzed  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement, 
certified  in  January,  1983,  and  as  analyzed  in  the  Initial  Study  prepared  for  the  Moscone 
Convention  Center  Expansion,  dated  November,  1987. 
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The  location  of  the  project  in  a  local  and  regional  context  is  shown  in  Figure  1 . 
designations  for  YBC  and  the  project  boundary  are  shown  in  Figure  2. 


Block 


BACKGROUND 


The  Redevelopment  Plan  was  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  California  Community 
Redevelopment  Law,  and  was  originally  adopted  and  approved  by  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  April  25,  1966.  It  has  been  amended  on  six  occasions.  On  April 
25,  1978,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EE.77.220,  State 
Clearinghouse  No.  78011633),  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  YBC  FEIR.  was  certified  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning 
Commission.  The  YBC  FEIR  analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  the  then-proposed 
George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  and  altemative  development  scenarios  for  the 
entire  YBC.  On  July  21,  1981,  a  first  supplement  to  the  YBC  FEIR  was  certified 
(EE.81.27),  and  on  January  4,  1983,  a  second  supplement  was  certified  (82.35E), 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements,  respectively.  The 
two  supplemental  EIRs  updated  and  further  analyzed  in  greater  detail  potential 
development  for  certain  portions  of  YBC.  The  analysis  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  focused  on  a  Main  Program  (which  identifies  proposed  uses),  and  variants  to 
the  Main  Program,  for  YBC.  In  December,  1984,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  entered  into 
a  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA)  with  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  (YBG) 
Associates,  a  California  limited  parmership,  the  sole  general  parmers  of  which  were 
Olympia  &  York  (U.S.)  Development  Company,  L.P.,  Marriott  Corporation,  and  the 
Rouse  Company.  The  DDA  proposed  development  of  these  blocks  in  three  phases.  Phase 
One  provided  for  development  of  the  Marriott  Hotel  on  CB-1.  Phase  Two  provided  for 
development  of  the  CB-1  office  building  and  entertainment  and  retail  uses  on  CB-2. 
Phase  Three  provided  for  development  of  EB-2.  The  developer  has  completed  Phase  One 
and  with  the  renegotiations  of  the  DDA  to  accommodate  the  expansion  of  the  Moscone 
Center,  Phase  Two  has  been  modified  to  apply  to  the  CB-1  office  building  and  CB-2 
retail.  Amendments  1  through  1 1  of  the  DDA  provide  the  mechanisms  to  accomplish  the 
Phase  One  and  Phase  Two  development.  The  DDA  govems  the  development  and 
operation  of  a  mixed-use  development  on  approximately  24.5  acres  of  land  in  the  central 
portion  of  YBC  (CB-1 ,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2).  By  the  Ninth  Amendment  to  the  DDA, 
YBG  Associates'  interest  in  the  DDA  was  assigned  to  YBG  Ltd.  By  the  Tenth 
Amendment  to  the  DDA,  YBG  Ltd.  was  restructured  to  include  Marriott  Corporation  as  a 
general  partner  of  YBG  Ltd.  The  DDA  contemplated  a  development  program  similar  but 
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Figure  1 

YBC  Location 
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Figure  2 

Block  Designations  in  YBC 
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Figure  3 

Block  DesicnatuMis  m  VBC 


not  identical  to  the  Main  Program  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  its  Supplements.  At  the 
time  of  approval  of  the  DDA,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  adopted  findings 
pursuant  to  CEQA  that  the  uses  authorized  in  the  DDA  were  analyzed  in  the 
environmental  documentation  and  adopted  mitigation  measures. 

The  original  DDA  created  a  parking  parcel  undemeath  CB-2.  To  allow  expansion  of  the 
Moscone  Convention  Center  into  the  area  previously  reserved  for  parking,  the  Fourth 
Amendment  through  the  Seventh  Amendment  to  the  DDA  provided  that  Olympia  &  York 
would  release  the  CB-2  parking  parcel,  thus  making  possible  the  underground  expansion 
of  convention  exhibit  hall  and  meeting  rooms  on  that  block.  The  amendments  also 
provided  for  release  of  a  portion  of  the  EB-2  Residential  Parcel  and  the  Jessie  Street 
Substation  on  CB-1.  It  also  set  forth  a  process  and  a  deadline  for  renegotiation  of  the  uses 
permitted  on  the  surface  of  CB-2  and,  as  applicable,  on  CB-3  to  resolve  issues,  among 
others,  relating  to  the  redesign  of  surface  uses,  operation  and  maintenance,  the  scope  and 
timing  of  development,  parking,  and  servicing  facilities.  The  Moscone  Convention  Center 
Expansion  Initial  Study  (Moscone  Expansion  I.S.)  examined  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  approval  of  the  Sixth  Amendment  and  found  that  the  impacts  of  the  expansion 
were  the  same  as  those  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  no  new  EIR  was  required. 

Under  the  Ninth  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  YBG  Associates  assigned  all  of  its  interest  in 
the  DDA  to  the  new  parmership  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  L.P.  (general  partners  are 
Olympia  &  York  -  YBG,  L.P.  and  the  Marriott  Corporation).  The  Ninth  Amendment  also 
severs  the  hotel  parcel  from  the  DDA.  As  a  result,  YBG  Associates  is  the  hotel  tenant 
under  the  hotel  ground  lease,  and  the  sole  general  parmer  of  that  entity  is  either  The 
Marriott  Corporation  or  an  affiliate. 

The  Tenth  Amendment  to  the  DDA  allows  The  Marriott  Corporation  to  withdraw  as  a 
general  partner  of  the  developer  under  the  DDA  (Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  L.P.),  which 
leaves  Olympia  &  York  -  YBG,  L.P.  as  the  sole  general  partner.  The  Eleventh 
Amendment  to  the  DDA  addresses  the  financing  and  other  related  issues  on  CB-1 . 

The  Eleventh  Amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  was  approved  in  February  1991,  concemed 
aspects  of  financing  for  the  conveyance  of  the  office  building  parcel  on  CB-1  to  Olympia 
&  York.  The  environmental  effects  of  the  actions  contemplated  in  the  Seventh  through 
Eleventh  Amendments  were  covered  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


AMENDED  REDEVELOPMENT  PLAN 

Downtown  Plan  and  South  of  Market  (SOM)  Plan  Requirements 

A  major  element  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  amending  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to 
include,  where  appropriate,  the  goals,  policies,  and  land  use  designations  of  relevant 
sections  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Code  (the  provisions  of 
the  City  Planning  Code  in  effect  on  January,  1  1991).  The  relevant  sections  of  the  Master 
Plan  are  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  South  of  Market  (SOM)  Plan,  provisions  of  which 
would  be  incorporated  into  an  amended  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  amended 
Redevelopment  Plan  would  be  implemented  through  the  use  of  design  guidelines.  As  the 
implementation  tool,  design  guidelines  are  considered  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

Figure  3  shows  the  existing  land  use  districts  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  Figure  4 
shows  the  proposed  land  use  districts  in  the  amended  Redevelopment  Plan.  The  proposed 
amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  incorporating  the  requirements  of  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  would  affect  only  those  parcels  not  currently  covered  by  either  a 
development  and  disposition  agreement  (DDA),  a  land  disposition  agreement  (LDA),  or 
an  owner  participation  agreement  (OPA).  Figure  5  shows  those  parcels  excluded  from  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  requirements  by  virtue  of  these  agreements,  including 
parcels  covered  by  the  YBG  DDA.  For  those  parcels  not  subject  to  either  a  pre-existing 
DDA,  LDA,  or  OPA,  all  applicable  restrictions  and  requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
and  SOM  Plan  zoning  classifications  as  implemented  in  the  City  Planning  Code  and 
incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  apply.  In  addition  to  changes  in  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  land  use  designations  reflecting  adoption  and  incorporation  of 
pertinent  Master  Plan  elements,  a  new  special  land  use  district,  YBC  (SD),  would  govem 
future  development  on  CB-2  and  CB-3.  This  special  district  would  allow  only  those  uses 
currently  proposed  for  CB-2  and  CB-3  under  the  provisions  of  the  YBG  DDA  and 
amendments  thereto,  including  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  proposed  as  part  of  the 
project. 

Incorporation  of  the  relevant  City  Planning  Code  requirements  that  implement  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  change  the  Land  Use 
and  Standards  for  Development  sections  of  the  current  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the 
affected  parcels.  The  density,  housing,  off-street  parking,  off-street  freight  loading  and 
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YBC  Redevelopment  Plan 
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Parcels  Excluded  from  Downtown  Area  Plan 
and  SOMA  Plan  Requirements 
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service  vehicle  parking,  and  open  space  provisions  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  would 
be  revised.  In  addition,  the  City  standards  for  ensuring  user  comfort  in  public  spaces, 
providing  child  care  and  transportation  management  programs  in  connection  with 
development  projects,  and  ameliorating  the  impacts  of  commuting  in  downtown  areas, 
would  become  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  Since  the  relevant  Downtown  Plan 
provisions  primarily  relate  to  office  uses  and  the  SOM  Plan  provisions  proposed  for 
inclusion  primarily  relate  to  housing,  the  acmal  impact  associated  with  incorporation 
of  these  plans  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is  dependent  on  the  particular  development 
scenario  under  consideration. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  to  revise  the  height  and  bulk  limits  in  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  to  make  them  generally  compatible  with  the  height  and  bulk 
limits  of  the  City  Planning  Code  and  zoning  map  for  areas  contiguous  to  YBC.  As 
part  of  the  proposed  project,  CB-2  and  CB-3  would  comprise  a  YBC  Special  District 
that  has  more  stringent  height  and  bulk  limits  as  these  blocks  would  be  governed  by 
the  terms  of  the  approved  DDA  rather  than  the  proposed  YBC  Plan  height  and  bulk 
requirements  for  the  YBC  Land  Use  Districts. 

PHASE  THREE  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  DISPOSITION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
AGREEMENT  (DDA) 

The  changes  to  the  previous  project  that  are  embodied  in  the  Phase  Three  Amendment 
to  the  DDA  represent  years  of  negotiation  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd. 

The  DDA  is  an  agreement  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Yerba  Buena 
Gardens  Ltd.  to  convey  three  parcels  of  land  in  CB-1  and  EB-2  for  development  as 
office,  hotel  and  retail  buildings  to  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd.;  to  lease  certain  parcels 
of  land  in  CB-2  for  development  as  retail  and  entertainment  uses;  and  to  finance  the 
constmction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  public  facilities  on  CB-1  and  CB-2.  The 
projects  consist  of  a  750,000-square-foot  office  building  on  CB-1;  a  300,000-square- 
foot  Museum  of  Modem  Art  and  a  500,000-square-foot  office  building  on  EB-2;  and 
190,000  square  feet  of  retail  entertainment  uses  on  CB-2.  The  proposed  Phase  Three 
Amendment  to  the  DDA  would  revise  the  DDA,  as  it  exists  through  the  Eleventh 
Amendment,  as  follows: 
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•  It  would  set  the  scope  of  development  on  CB-2  and  EB-2.  The  Main  Program  in 
the  Second  YBC  EHl  Supplement  proposed  development  of  700,000  square  feet  of 
office  space  on  EB-2.  The  project  proposes  development  of  about  800,000  square 
feet  of  office  space  on  that  block,  per  tiie  Phase  Three  Amendment. 

•  It  would  establish  how  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  receive  consideration  for 
the  conveyance  of  the  two  office  building  parcels  on  EB-2  to  Yerba  Buena  Gardens 
Ltd.,  and  oudine  the  uses  on  which  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  expend  the 
funds,  including  child  care  and  recreational  facilities. 

•  It  would  establish  that  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd.  would  no  longer  be  obligated  to 
develop  CB-3  and  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  assume  responsibility  for 
development  of  CB-3. 

•  It  would  establish  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Ltd.  obligation  to  develop  the  proposed 
entertainment  and  retail  uses  on  CB-2  and  their  right  to  develop  on  EB-2  and 
establish  a  schedule  for  that  development. 

REVISED  MAIN  PROGRAM 


The  Revised  Main  Program  outlines  what  development  could  occur  at  YBC  as  a  result 
of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendment  and  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to 
the  DDA.  The  following  components  were  considered  in  development  of  the  Revised 
Main  Program:  1 )  buUdout  of  the  approved  DDA;  2)  buUdout  of  parcels  excluded  from 
proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments;  3)  buildout  of  parcels  covered  in  the 
proposed  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA;  and  4)  the  likely  buildout  of  parcels 
subject  to  the  new  land  use  designations,  height  and  bulk  limits,  and  densities  contained 
in  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments.  Figure  6  presents  the  locations  of 
the  uses  of  the  Revised  Main  Program.  Table  1  presents  a  summary  of  the  Revised 
Main  Program  uses  in  relation  to  what  is  currently  allowable  for  development  on  each 
block  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and  approved  for  development  under  existing 
development  agreements,  including  the  Olympia  &  York  DDA  through  the  Eleventh 
Amendment. 


A  comparison  of  the  total  square  feet  between  the  Revised  Main  Program  and  the 
approved  development  in  YBC  shows  that  the  Revised  Main  Program  includes 
333,400  more  square  feet  of  office  space,  70  more  hotel  rooms,  32,000  more  square  feet 
of  retail/commercial,  90,400  fewer  square  feet  of  light  industry,  580  more  market-rate 
housing  units,  30  more  subsidized  housing  units,  100,000  more  square  feet  of  cultural 
space,  51,400  fewer  square  feet  of  amusement/recreation/entertainment  space, 
27,000  fewer  square  feet  of  open  space,  about  700  more  private  parking  spaces,  and 
about  300  more  public  parking  spaces. 
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Potential  Development  Under  Revised 
Main  Program  for  YBC 
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n.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNinCANT 

The  proposed  amendments  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  approval  of  the  Phase 
Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA  are  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  potential 
effects  on  the  environment  that  have  been  analyzed  in  previous  environmental  review. 
Most  aspects  of  the  proposed  Redevelopment  Plan  and  development  program  have 
been  analyzed  previously  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  in  the  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplements,  and  in  the  Moscone  Expansion  I.S.  Information  and  analyses  contained 
in  these  reports  that  apply  to  the  proposed  project  are  adequate  to  cover  potential 
impacts  and  are  summarized  and  incorporated  by  reference  in  this  Initial  Study.  The 
cumulative  impacts  of  growth  in  the  C-3  and  nearby  districts  were  analyzed  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  and  updated  in  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs: 
current  information  on  housing  and  population,  economics,  and  transportation 
contained  in  these  area-wide  EIRs  will  be  summarized  and  incorporated  by  reference 
into  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR.  as  appropriate.  In  addition  to  cumulative  impacts, 
some  project-specific  potential  effects  have  been  determined  to  be  potentially 
significant,  and  wUl  be  analyzed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR.  They  include:  land  use 
and  planning;  project-related  employment,  housing  and  population;  project-related 
transportation  effects;  traffic-generated  air  quality  effects;  seismicity;  and  hazards. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNinCANT 

The  following  potential  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be  insignificant,  mitigated 
through  measures  included  in  the  project,  or  adequately  covered  in  previous 
environmental  documentation  and  therefore  not  requiring  farther  analysis.  As 
discussed  in  Section  HI  starting  on  p.  17,  these  items  require  no  further  environmental 
analysis  in  the  EIR: 

Glare:  Although  additional  buildings  with  glass  facade  elements  would  be  constructed 
as  part  of  the  project,  no  new  impacts  would  occur  because  mirrored  glass  would  not 
be  used. 
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Visual  Quality:  The  proposed  project  would  generally  maintain  or  reduce  existing 
height  limits  and  would  not  result  in  obstruction  of  scenic  views,  or  vistas,  cause 
substantial  light  or  glare,  or  result  in  substantial  negative  aesthetic  impacts. 

Wind  and  Shadow:  While  the  proposed  project  could  produce  changes  in  local  wind 
pattems,  these  potential  effects  have  been  discussed  adequately  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  Currendy,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  requires 
mitigation  of  potential  wind  impacts  as  part  of  the  review  of  individual  building 
proposals.  In  addition,  an  analysis  of  the  impacts  associated  with  shadows  from  new 
buildings  are  performed  by  developers  when  enough  design  detail  is  known.  As  part 
of  the  proposed  project,  additional  requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM 
Plan  to  minimize  shadows,  maintain  sunlight  access  to  certain  types  of  open  space,  and 
limit  ground  level  wind  speeds  would  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the 
Redevelopment  Plan. 

Noise:  Construction  and  operational  noise  would  be  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance  and  the  project  would  conform  to  the  Noise  Guidelines  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Master  Plan.  After  completion,  building 
operation  and  project-related  traffic  would  not  perceptibly  increase  noise  levels  in  the 
site  vicinity.  Any  potential  impacts  including  noise  and  vibration  impacts  due  to 
piledriving  are  analyzed  adequately  by  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  this 
Initial  Study  and  do  not  require  further  review. 

Utilities/Public  Services:  The  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  the  cumulative 
demand  for  public  utilities  and  services  in  the  South  of  Market  area.  Such  impacts 
anticipated  from  cumulative  downtown  development  were  analyzed  in  the  South  of 
Market  Plan  EIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  no  significant  cumulative 
impacts  were  identified.  Impacts  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  essentially  the 
same  as  those  previously  analyzed  for  YBC.  Moreover,  the  proposed  project  would 
require  the  provision  of  various  public  services  by  the  sponsors  of  individual 
development  projects.  These  public  services  include  child-care,  job  placement  and 
training  programs,  and  transportation  management  programs. 

Biology:  The  project  area  is  developed  with  urban  uses  and  is  covered  with 
impervious  surfaces;  therefore,  the  project  would  not  affect  vegetation  or  wildlife. 
This  topic  is  adequately  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
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Hydrology:  The  potential  effects  associated  with  site  excavation  and  dewatering,  as 
well  as  mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  are  adequately  analyzed  in 
the  YBC  FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement- 
Geology /Topography:  Potential  local  subsidence  due  to  dewatering  and  foundation 
structural  problems  arising  from  the  unconsolidated  geologic  materials  underlying 
YBC  have  been  adequately  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement- 
Water  Quality:  The  site  is  almost  completely  covered  by  impervious  surfaces; 
therefore,  the  project  would  not  affect  drainage  pattems  or  water  quality.  See  also  the 
measures  referenced  above  to  mitigate  the  potential  impacts  of  dewatering  and 
excavation.  Project  effects  on  water  quality  are  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

Energy /Natural  Resources:  The  project  would  be  designed  to  comply  with 
performance  standards  of  Title  24  of  the  Califomia  Code  of  Regulations.  Peak 
electrical  energy  and  natural  gas  use  would  coincide  with  PG&E's  systemwide  peaks. 
Cumulative  and  indirect  effects,  including  those  of  the  project,  are  addressed  in  the 
Mission  Bay  EIR.  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR. 

Prehistoric/Cultural/Historic  Resources:  It  is  likely  that  significant  or  potentially 
significant  cultural  resources  lie  buried  within  the  confines  of  YBC.  Mitigation 
measures  to  provide  for  on-site  archaeological  monitoring  during  subsurface 
excavation  are  included  as  part  of  the  project  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
This  Initial  Study  includes  additional  measures  to  mitigate  any  impacts  associated  with 
the  discovery  of  cultural  resources  during  constmction  activities  in  YBC.  A  number  of 
buildings  within  YBC  have  been  identified  by  architectural  and/or  historic  surveys  as 
having  historic  or  architectural  interest  or  value.  Discussion  of  these  resources  and  an 
analysis  of  project  impacts  is  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement,  along  with  appropriate  mitigation  measures.  The  proposed  project 
includes  the  procedures  of  the  Downtown  Plan  for  designating  and  preserving 
buildings  and  districts  having  special  architectural,  aesthetic  or  historic  merit  within 
the  C-3  District. 
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m.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 


The  YBC  Subsequent  EIR  will  incorporate  information,  as  appropriate,  from  Program 
EIRs  that  have  been  previously  published.  Most  of  that  information  is  related  to  the 
impacts  of  past  project  scenarios  in  YBC  and  to  cumulative  impacts  of  downtown 
growth  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  August  23, 1990,  Case 
No.  86.505E),  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  December  7,  1989,  Case 
No.  85.463E),  and  Downtown  Plan  EIR  (Final  EIR  certified  October  18, 1984,  Case 
No.  EES  1.3).  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  covers  the  impacts  of  potential  development  in  a 
325 -acre  area  just  south  of  the  greater  downtown,  from  Townsend  Street  to  Mariposa 
Street,  east  of  the  1-280  freeway.  The  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  analyzes  impacts  of 
development  imder  the  proposed  South  of  Market  Plan  development  controls  and 
alternatives  in  the  area  generally  south  of  Mission  Street  to  the  Mission  Bay  planning 
area  and  east  of  U.S.  101  to  the  Rincon  Hill  zuea  east  of  Second  Street.  The 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  analyzes  the  impacts  of  various  development  policy  altematives 
in  the  C-3  (Downtown)  zoning  districts  in  San  Francisco. 

The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  EIRs  include  the  most  current  estimates  of 
employment  growth  for  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  and  for  the  rest  of  the  City;  analysis 
and  conclusions  regarding  overall  cumulative  transportation  impacts  in  the  future; 
analysis  regarding  cumulative  seismic  effects  of  development;  and  new  cumulative  air 
quality  information.  (The  term  "Downtown  &  Vicinity"  means  the  C-3  District  and 
the  areas  around  it:  South  of  Market,  Mission  Bay,  South  Van  Ness,  Civic  Center,  and 
the  Northeastem  Waterfront.  See  Mission  Bay  EIR.  Vol.  Two,  pp.  IV.4-5).  The 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  contains  other  cumulative  impact  information  regarding  topics 
such  as  energy  consumption  that  also  is  applicable  to  YBC. 

Where  information  from  those  area-wide  EIRs  is  presented  in  the  YBC  Subsequent 
EIR.  it  wiU  be  incorporated  by  reference  with  a  summary,  pursuant  to  CEQA, 
Sections  21061  and  21100  (see  also  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  Section  15150).  Those 
reference  documents  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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Not 

A.  COMPATIBILrrY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONES  AND  PLANS      Applicable  Discussed 

1)  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or 

changes  proposed  to  the  City.    X 

*  2)  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable.    X 


The  proposed  project  would  incorporate  most  City  Planning  Code  requirements  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  would  thus  comply 
with  these  requirements  where  applicable.  However,  portions  of  YBC  under  existing 
agreements  would  not  be  subject  to  those  requirements.  The  relationship  of  the  proposed 
project  to  the  policies  of  the  Master  Plan,  including  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM 
Plan,  and  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  will  be  discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent 
EIR. 


B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


DLand  Use.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?  X    X 

*(b)   Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?  X    X 


The  proposed  project  site  is  located  south  of  Market  Street,  and  constitutes  an  enclave 
between  the  Downtown  Plan  Area  and  the  South  of  Market  Plan  Area.  The  proposed 
project,  which  adds  more  office  space  and  residential  units  to  the  office  and  retail, 
residential,  light  industrial,  cultural,  and  open  space  uses  reviewed  for  the  site  in  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  would  constitute  an  increase  in  the  intensity  of  the 
prevailing  land  uses  on  the  site  and  in  the  surrounding  area.  Land  use  compatibility  issues 
will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

2)  Visual  Ouality.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 

negative  aesthetic  effect?    X  X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any 
scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed  from 

public  areas?    X  X 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare 

substantially  impacting  other  properties?    X  X 

The  topography  in  the  YBC  area  is  nearly  flat  and  slopes  gendy  toward  the 
south-southwest.  The  steepest  slopes  occur  in  the  southeastem  portion  of  YBC  east  of 
Third  Street.  The  current  visual  character  of  YBC  is  dominated  by  the  flat  open  space  on 
CB-2,  the  open  space  and  rooftop  expansion  of  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-3,  the  high-rise 
hotels  near  Market  Street,  the  mid-rise  office  and  residential  buildings  in  the  southem 
portion  of  the  area,  and  the  mid-  and  high-rise  residential  buildings  west  of  Fourth  Street 
and  south  of  Howard  Street. 


Most  of  the  YBC  area  is  visible  from  CB-2  and  CB-3.  The  foreground  of  the  view  toward 
the  north  from  these  two  blocks  includes  the  red  brick  facades  of  Saint  Patrick's  Church 
and  Rectory,  the  Mercantile  Building,  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation.  The  hotels  on 
CB-1  and  buildings  along  Market  Street  form  the  background  of  this  view.  The  Marriott 
Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Hotel  and  the  Le  Meridien  Hotel  are  the  tallest  structures  in  the 
YBC  area.  From  CB-2  and  CB-3,  these  structures  appear  similar  in  bulk  to  the  high-rises 
of  the  downtown  office  core.  The  view  to  the  northeast  from  CB-2  and  CB-3  includes  the 
mid-rise  buildings  and  surface  psu^king  lots  along  the  east  side  of  Third  Street  in  the 
foreground  and  the  high-rise  buildings  of  the  Financial  District  in  the  background.  Views 
to  the  southeast  are  dominated  by  several  high-rise  office  buildings,  such  as  the  Pacific 
Bell  building  at  the  northwest  comer  of  Folsom  and  Hawthome  Streets  and  Hawthorne 
Plaza  on  the  east  side  of  Hawthome  Street.  In  addition,  the  St.  Francis  Place  mixed-use 
development  is  also  visible  to  the  southeast.  Visible  to  the  south  from  CB-3  are  the 
mid-rise  office  and  residential  buildings  on  SB-2.  Views  to  the  southwest  include  the 
high-rise  residential  buildings  west  of  Fourth  Street. 

Conversely,  there  are  views  of  CB-2  and  CB-3  from  adjacent  blocks.  The  entrance  to  the 
Moscone  Center  on  the  south  side  of  Howard  Street  is  visible  from  WB-1,  WB-2,  CB-1, 
CB-2,  EB-1  and  EB-2.  Other  blocks  in  the  YBC  area  have  views  of  the  landscaped  open 
space  on  the  east,  south  and  west  sides  of  the  Moscone  Center. 
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The  YBC  area  has  a  variety  of  architectural  styles,  building  scale  and  bulk,  exterior 
materials  and  colors,  and  ground-level  amenities.  There  is  a  lack  of  cohesive  design 
within  the  YBC  area,  as  neighboring  buildings  do  not  always  complement  each  other  and 
landscaping  is  present  on  a  parcel-by-parcel  basis. 

Some  of  the  more  recently  constructed  buildings,  such  as  St.  Francis  Place,  Mendelsohn 
House,  and  Hawthome  Plaza,  have  incorporated  landscaping  and  outdoor  seating  areas 
into  the  design  of  the  building.  This  contrasts  with  the  surface  parking  lots  and  vacant 
buildings  on  other  parcels  in  the  YBC  area. 

Some  new  development  in  YBC  would  be  subject  to  height  limits,  bulk  limits,  and  other 
design  constraints  presented  in  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  DDA  and  the 
Redevelopment  Plan,  as  amended  to  include  the  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the 
SOM  Plan.  The  YBC  FEIR  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  discuss  the  visual  impacts 
associated  with  new  buildings  in  YBC.  With  full  development  of  the  area,  the  visual 
appearance  and  the  aesthetic  experience  of  entering  and  viewing  YBC  from  all  points 
would  be  changed.  The  impact  of  the  development  would  be  magnified  due  to  the  location 
of  YBC  along  entrance  routes  to  the  City  from  points  east  and  south.  The  visual  pattem  of 
existing  principal  streets  would  be  reinforced,  as  buildings  would  form  medium-  and 
high-rise  edges  along  most  of  the  block  faces  of  the  grid  of  principal  streets.  Architectural 
landmarks  would  be  apparent  in  the  pedestrian  concourse  and  on  Mission,  Third,  and 
Fourth  Streets.  The  quality  of  the  total  visual  image  would  depend  on  the  architectural 
and  design  review  procedures  and  standards  to  be  applied  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency, 
on  the  form,  bulk,  materials  and  colors  and  buildings  that  have  not  yet  been  designed,  and 
on  the  interrelationships  of  such  buildings.  As  part  of  the  project,  new  and  generally 
reduced  height  and  bulk  classifications,  including  the  Downtown  Plan  S  Bulk  District, 
would  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  which  would  lessen  any 
potential  future  visual  effect. 

The  focal  point  would  be  the  Central  Blocks  because,  as  a  unit,  they  occupy  the  most 
surface  area  in  YBC  and  are  adjacent  to  all  other  YBC  blocks  except  SB -4.  The 
pedestrian  concourse  would  provide  a  new  unifying  focus  and  link  from  the  Market  Street 
gateway  opposite  Grant  Avenue  to  the  convention  center  south  of  Howard  Street.  The  red 
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brick  pavement  of  the  Market  Street  side-  and  cross-walks  would  extend  southward 
toward  the  rehabilitated  red-brick  Jessie  Street  substation  and  the  red-brick  Saint  Patrick's 
Church  in  CB-1.  Plazas  and  sitting  areas,  with  trees  and  fountains,  would  contrast  visually 
with  the  existing  parking  lots  and  with  the  bare  walls  of  existing  buildings  exposed  by  past 
demolition.  From  within  YBC,  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  would  be  dominant,  occupying  a 
large  portion  of  the  central  blocks. 

Bridges  over  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  would  provide  pedestrians  access  to  CB-2  from 
the  5th/Mission  garage  and  the  Moscone  Center,  respectively.  These  could  be  considered 
visual  intrusions  when  seen  from  surrounding  streets  or  they  could  be  considered 
statements  identifying  YBC  and  the  activities  occurring  in  the  central  blocks.  The  City 
Planning  Commission  would  review  the  pedestrian  bridges  for  conformity  with  the  Master 
Plan.  The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Master  Plan,  on  page  1.5.31,  states  as  a  principle 
that  elevated  pedestrian  levels  in  large  developments,  if  they  relate  visually  and 
functionally  to  the  street  level  pedestrian  system,  are  easy  to  find  and  use  and  contribute  to 
the  consistency  of  development.  The  visual  impact  of  the  bridges  were  analyzed  in  the 
Moscone  Expansion  I.S.  and  were  determined  not  to  be  significant.  Visual  impact  of  the 
bridges  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

The  visual  impact  of  development  scenarios  similar  to  the  current  project  was  analyzed  in 
the  YBC  FEIR  (pp.  225-232)  and  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pp.  116-120). 
Visual  impacts  were  not  considered  a  significant  effect  in  either  of  these  documents.  The 
current  project  would  not  result  in  obstruction  of  scenic  views  or  vistas.  Similarly,  the 
project  would  not  specifically  promote  uses  that  are  likely  to  cause  substantial  light  or 
glare.  Therefore,  development  under  the  current  project  would  not  be  considered 
signific£int. 

3)  Population.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?  X    X 

*(b)  Displace  a  large  number  of  people 

(involving  either  housing  or  employment)?    X   

(c)   Create  a  substantial  demand  for 

additional  housing  in  San  Francisco,  or 

substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?  X     


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Additional  employment  in  the  YBC  area  would  occur  under  the  proposed  project,  as 
would  an  increase  in  the  resident  population.  The  project  includes  the  redesignation  of  the 
existing  land  use  districts  on  five  blocks  of  YBC  to  conform  to  the  SOM  Plan  RSD 
District.  The  RSD  District  controls  are  intended  to  encourage  the  construction  of 
high-density,  mid-rise  housing,  including  residential  hotels  and  live/work  units.  In 
addition,  were  the  Museum  of  Modem  Art  to  abandon  its  plans  for  one  of  the  Eastem 
Block  parcels  (EB-2B),  a  200,000-square-foot  residential  structure  could  be  constructed. 
Employment,  housing  and  population  will  be  discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 


4)  Transportation/Circulation.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is 
substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing 
traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street 

system?  X    X 

*(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  pattems  or  major  traffic 

hazards?  X     

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?  X     

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  parking  facilities?  X     


The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  on  existing  transportation  systems, 
including  pedestrian  circulation,  parking,  street  traffic,  transit  and  freight  loading  and 
service  vehicle  access.  Project  and  cumulative  impacts  on  transportation  systems  will  be 
discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR.  Transportation  system  impacts  of  the  project 
would  be  reduced  by  the  contemplated  adoption  and  incorporation  into  the  Redevelopment 
Plan  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan,  compared  to  development  under  the 
existing  Redevelopment  Plan.  Several  of  the  Downtown  Plan's  major  substantive 
provisions  concem  the  reduction  of  traffic  in  the  downtown  core.  Both  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  also  require  increased  dedication  of  project  development  space  to 
pedestrian  circulation  and  to  freight  and  service  vehicle  loading  and  parking,  as  well  as 


* 


Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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implementation  of  transportation  management  programs  in  new  development  projects  to 
promote  the  efficient  use  of  transit  systems.  Project  and  cumulative  impacts  on 
transportation  systems  will  be  discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

Project  constmction  activities  would  displace  parking  from  the  area,  and  construction 
workers  would  temporarily  increase  demand  for  parking.  Part  of  the  worker-parking 
demand  could  be  satisfied  on-site  during  a  portion  of  the  construction  period.  However, 
there  would  be  added  demand  that  would  shift  to  beyond  the  southerly  project  limits  for 
walking  distances  up  to  1,000  feet.  Another  impact  associated  with  construction  would 
come  from  tmcks  removing  spoils  and  bringing  in  constmction  materials.  Depending  on 
the  intensity  of  development  at  any  time,  there  could  be  approximately  700-800  truck 
movements  (trip-ends)  per  day  to  and  from  the  construction  sites  at  a  rate  of  up  to  120 
trip-ends  per  hour.  Additional  developments  in  the  YBC  vicinity  are  in  different  stages  of 
environmental  review,  project  approval  or  construction.  Some  phases  of  other 
developments '  construction  could  overlap  with  construction  period  of  new  buildings  in 
YBC.  In  the  event  of  combined  construction  periods  of  new  buildings  in  YBC  and  one  or 
more  of  these  other  projects,  construction  truck  traffic  would  be  expected  to  increase 
further,  and  traffic  congestion  and  transit  delays  could  occur.  Should  one  project  be 
completed  and  a  second  begin  soon  after,  construction  truck  traffic  impacts  would  be 
prolonged,  but  would  not  likely  be  further  degraded.  Construction  traffic  impacts  are 
discussed  on  pages  346-347  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  are  not  found  to  be  significant. 
Construction  traffic  impacts  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


5)  Noise.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 

levels  for  adjoining  aitasl  X    X 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 

standards,  if  applicable?  X    X 

(c)  Be  substantially  affected  by  existing 

noise  levels?  X  X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Construction  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise  levels  near  construction  sites  in 
YBC.  Typical  construction  noise  levels  range  from  about  80  dBA  to  90  dBA  at  a  distance 
of  50  feet./l/  This  is  loud  enough  to  raise  interior  noise  levels  (with  windows  closed)  to 
60  dBA  or  greater  in  buDdings  within  150  feet  (about  one-half  block)  of  the  construction 
site.  These  noise  levels  require  raising  one's  voice  to  be  heard,  and  are  disruptive  to 
concentration  and  work  efficiency.  Piledriving  produces  noise  levels  of  about  105  dBA  at 
50  feet/2/,  loud  enough  to  cause  instantaneous  noise  levels  of  60  dBA  or  greater  within 
about  1,500  feet  of  the  constmction  site  (about  four  to  five  blocks)  for  locations  with  no 
intervening  buildings  to  block  some  of  the  sound.  In  addition,  vibrations  from  the  impact 
during  piledriving  could  be  felt  in  adjacent  and  nearby  buildings.  These  vibrations  have 
been  found  to  be  more  disturbing  to  some  people  than  high  noise  levels.  General  stress 
reaction  has  been  observed  in  humans  exposed  to  brief  sounds  of  75  dBA./3/  Noise  at 
levels  greater  than  60  dBA  can  interfere  with  normal  speech  and  concentration,  noise 
levels  greater  than  70  dBA  would  require  workers  to  close  windows  or  shout  to 
communicate.  At  noise  levels  of  85  dBA,  normal  conversation  is  extremely  difficult,  and 
sleep  or  rest  virtually  impossible.  Intermittent  noises,  such  as  piledriving  noise,  reduce 
perception  of  control  over  the  environment.  This  perceived  loss  of  control  frequently 
results  in  a  depressed  mood  and  depressed  motivation.  It  has  also  been  show  that  high 
noise  levels  can  lead  to  elevated  blood  pressure./4/  Repeated  impulse  and  intermittent 
sounds  of  high  level  appear  more  likely  to  disrupt  performance  than  continuous  or  steady 
sounds  of  comparable  level ./5/  Although  construction  noise  at  specific  sites  would  be 
temporary,  the  collective  effects  of  a  number  of  buildings  under  construction 
simultaneously  may  make  construction  noise  and  vibrations  a  problem  at  specific 
locations.  The  potential  impacts  of  construction  noise  have  been  assessed  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  (pages  394-395)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  174-175).  The 
proposed  project  would  not  significantiy  change  construction  noise  impacts  from  those 
already  evaluated  through  previous  environmental  review.  Construction  noise  impacts  do 
not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Chapter  29  of  the 
City  Administrative  Code).  The  Ordinance  requires  that  sound  levels  of  construction 
equipment  other  than  impact  tools  (jackhammers,  piledrivers,  impact  wrenches)  not 


24 


exceed  80  dBA  at  100  feet.  Impact  tools  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  ordinance  prohibits 
construction  work  from  8:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise 
level  by  5  dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  (see  mitigation  measures  on  page  43). 

The  existing  noise  environment  of  YBC  is  dominated  by  diesel  buses  and  the 
near-constant  background  of  traffic  noise,  mainly  from  the  elevated  James  Lick  Freeway 
(1-80).  The  YBCFEIR  (pages  394-395)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (page  176) 
concluded  that  traffic  noise  in  YBC  would  not  perceptibly  increase  after  development  and 
that  average  noise  levels  under  the  various  YBC  alternatives  would  be  essentially  the 
same.  Therefore,  the  changes  proposed  under  this  project  would  not  significantiy  affect 
traffic  noise  and  noise  impacts  due  to  traffic  requires  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

Noise  levels  in  the  YBC  area  are,  and  would  continue  to  be,  incompatible  with  some  uses, 
particularly  housing,  without  some  mitigation.  The  proposed  project  would  change  the 
land  use  designations  for  five  blocks  within  YBC,  making  housing  a  major  use.  Housing 
is  generally  considered  to  be  the  land  use  most  sensitive  to  noise.  The  San  Francisco 
Environmental  Protection  Element's  maximum  "satisfactory"  noise  level  for  residences  is 
60  dBA  L^;  the  California  Noise  Insulation  Standards  (Title  24)  set  a  maximum 
acceptable  limit  of  60  dBA  CNEL  (similar  to  L^)./6,7/  Existing  outside  noise  levels 
range  from  about  65  to  75  dBA  L^;  therefore,  as  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
(pages  396-407)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  176-179),  mitigation  would 
be  required  to  comply  with  applicable  noise  regulations  and  guidelines.  While  the  project 
could  lead  to  increased  housing  in  a  non-compatible  noise  environment,  those  types  of 
impacts,  and  appropriate  mitigation  measures,  have  been  addressed  through  previous 
environmental  review.  Compatibility  of  housing  within  the  noise  environment  does  not 
require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

NOTES  -  Noise 

/I/   Noise  intensity  is  measured  in  decibels  (dB).  Because  the  human  ear  is  more 
sensitive  to  some  frequencies  than  others,  environmental  noise  is  customarily 
measured  in  "A-weighted"  decibels,  or  dBA.  The  "A-weighted"  scale  simulates  the 
frequency  response  of  the  human  ear.        is  a  time-weighted  average  to  account  for 
the  relatively  greater  perceived  disturbance  of  nighttime  noise. 
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121   D.N.  May,  Ph.D.,  "Handbook  of  Noise  Assessment",  Van  Nostrand  Reinhold 
Environmental  Engineering  Services,  page  211,  1978. 

73/  The  Central  Institute  for  the  Deaf,  Ejfects  of  Noise  on  People,  U.S.  EPA,  1971. 

/4/   Sheldon  Cohen,  et  al.,  "Cardiovascular  and  Behavioral  Effects  of  Community  Noise," 
American  Scientist,  Vol.  69,  Oct.  1981. 

151  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health,  Occupational  Exposure  to 
Noise,  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  1972. 

/6/   San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Environmental  Protection  Element  of 
the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco.  August  1974. 

/7/   California  Administrative  Code,  Title  24,  Part  2,  Chapter  2-35,  Sound  Transmission 
Control. 


6)  Air  Quality /Climate.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 

or  projected  air  quality  violation?  X    X 

*(b)   Expose  sensitive  receptors  to 

substantial  pollutant  concentrations?  X    X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 

odors?  _       _X_  X 

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to 
substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the 

community  or  region?  X    X 

Two  types  of  air  quality  impacts  could  be  expected  from  the  proposed  project:  long  term 
impacts  related  to  use  and  operation  of  the  project,  and  short  term  impacts  from 
construction  activity.  Project-related  traffic  and  cumulative  downtown  traffic  can  be 
expected  to  contribute  to  existing  air  pollution  near  the  project  site  and  will  be  anzilyzed  in 
the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

Construction  activities  would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality.  Demolition  and 
constmction  activities  would  not  involve  burning  of  any  materials  and  would  not  create 
objectionable  odor.  Demolition,  grading  and  other  constmction  activities  would 
temporarily  affect  local  air  quality,  causing  a  temporary  increase  in  particulate  dust  and 


Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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other  pollutants.  Construction  air  quality  effects  have  been  analyzed  and  appropriate 
mitigation  measures  have  been  included  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  357c-359  and 
480a-480b)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  168  and  214).  Construction  air 
quality  effects  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

Given  the  existing  climatic  conditions  and  the  generally  low-scale  height  limits  to  be 
permitted  in  the  YBC  area,  development  consistent  with  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  and 
the  Redevelopment  Plan  as  amended  to  incorporate  the  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
and  the  SOM  Plan  would  be  unlikely  to  result  in  adverse  wind  conditions  or  a  substantial 
negative  aesthetic  effect.  Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface 
treatment  and  location  with  respect  to  other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows. 
Changes  in  local  wind  patterns  that  would  occur  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  under 
development  scenarios  similar  to  the  proposed  project  are  described  generally  on  pages 
356-357  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  page  166  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  required  and  would  continue  to  require  developers  of 
high-rise  structures  to  conduct  a  microclimate  analysis,  including  wind  tunnel  studies,  to 
determine  design-specific  impacts  on  pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for  design 
modifications  to  mitigate  these  impacts. 

As  examples,  separate  wind  studies  were  performed  for  the  Marriott  Hotel  and  the  office 
building  on  CB-1,  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  on  CB-2,  and  the  Yerba  Buena  Theater  on  CB-2. 
These  studies  were  performed  as  recommended  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The 
wind  analysis  for  CB-1  buildings  indicated  that  the  inclusion  of  these  structures  would 
result  in  wind  speeds  that  are  generally  less  than  those  experienced  prior  to  construction  of 
the  buildings.  In  addition,  careful  use  of  stationary  elements  (planters,  kiosks,  statues, 
etc.)  was  recommended  to  provide  additional  wind  shelter  in  YBC.  The  analysis  also 
concluded  that  winds  on  CB-2  and  CB-3  would  be  within  the  comfort  levels  prescribed  in 
the  Downtown  Plan,  and  that  development  on  EB-2  would  generate  moderate  wind 
acceleration  along  Mission,  Minna  and  Howard  Streets. 
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As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  the  wind  speed  standards  included  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
and  the  SOM  Plan  of  7  mph  for  public  seating  areas  and  1 1  mph  in  areas  of  substantial 
pedestrian  use  would  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  Projects 
within  YBC  would  be  required  to  meet  these  standards  or  to  mitigate  exceedances  through 
building  design  (see  mitigation  measures  on  page  43). 


The  project  could  result  in  sun  shading  impacts  within  the  YBC  area.  Potential  impacts 
are  generally  discussed  on  pages  357a  and  357b  of  the  YBC  FEIR.  and  on  pages  167  and 
168  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  According  to  these  discussions,  most  proposed 
open  space  areas  would  not  be  substantially  shaded  from  the  sun  except  during  winter 
afternoons.  However,  the  open  space  on  CB-1  and  CB-2  would  be  affected  by  shadows 
cast  by  nearby  existing  and  proposed  development  throughout  the  year  (page  357b,  YBC 
FEIR).  Detailed  shadow  analyses  were  conducted  for  proposed  buildings  within  YBC 
after  building  design  progressed  to  where  such  analyses  were  feasible.  The  shadow 
analyses  graphically  presents  the  extent  of  shadows  at  the  winter  solstice,  the 
spring/autumn  equinoxes,  and  the  summer  solstice  for  9:00  a.m.,  12:00  noon,  and 
3:00  p.m.  solar  time.  The  shadow  analyses  are  used  to  refine  building  design  to  minimize 
shadows  on  public  spaces,  such  as  streets,  sidewalks,  plazas,  and  open  spaces.  Similar 
shadow  impacts  of  the  current  project  would  be  mitigated  by  implementation  of  the 
recommendations  from  shadow  studies  to  be  required  of  new  development  within  YBC,  as 
appropriate.  As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  the  shadow  reduction  and  sunlight  access 
provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  would  be  adopted  and  incorporated 
into  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  These  provisions  require  the  limitation  of  shadows  on 
public  and  subsidized  private  open  space  and  the  maintenance  of  direct  sunlight  access  to 
certain  open  space  types  that  are  designed  (see  mitigation  measures  on  page  43). 


7)  Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?    _X.  X 

*(b)  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 

to  serve  new  development?    X  X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    X  X 

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?    X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  add  to  cumulative  demand  for  utilities  and  public  services  in  the 
South  of  Market  Planning  Area  and  the  Downtown  Plan  Area.  However,  these  cumulative 
impacts  have  been  analyzed  in  previous  environmental  review,  including  the  Downtown 
Plan  EIR.  the  South  of  Market  EIR.  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  have  been 
found  not  to  be  significant. 

Potential  adverse  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  were  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  following,  which  updates  those  analyses  to  include 
current  setting  and  project  description  information,  indicates  that  changes  in  existing  public 
service  and  utility  capacities  would  adequately  accommodate  the  demand  levels  projected 
for  the  proposed  project.  Thus,  the  impacts  associated  with  public  services  and  utilities  have 
been  thoroughly  analyzed  in  previous  environmental  documentation  and  updated  in  this 
Initial  Study  and  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR  (see  mitigation  measures  on 
page  43). 

Water 

On  the  basis  of  existing  square  feet,  water  consumption  in  YBC  is  approximately  1.2  million 
gallons  per  day.  Proposed  development  would  increase  the  demand  for  water  in  YBC  by 
approximately  49  percent.  This  increase  could  be  accommodated  by  the  San  Francisco 
Water  Department.  However,  if  the  development  would  create  unusually  heavy  demands  in 
specific  areas,  improvements  to  portions  of  the  existing  local  water  delivery  system  could 
become  necessary  ./I/ 

YBC  is  served  by  gravity  flow  from  the  University  Mound  Reservoir,  which  has  a  capacity 
of  140.9  million  gallons.  All  water  mains  are  underground.  System  details  are  illustrated  in 
the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  Appendix  B,  Figure  B-1  (page  243),  and  discussed  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  (page  120).  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  is  currently  planning  to 
replace  some  of  the  mains  in  YBC.  Specifically,  the  existing  6-inch  main  on  the  west  side  of 
Fourth  Street  between  Market  and  Townsend  Streets  will  be  replaced  with  an  8-inch  main  by 
the  end  of  1991;  the  existing  12-inch  main  on  Mission  Street  between  Main  and  Sixth  Streets 
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will  be  replaced  by  1995;  and  the  existing  8-inch  main  on  Howard  Street  between  Steuart 
and  12th  Streets  is  scheduled  to  be  replaced  in  1992./1/ 

The  water  system  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  be  essentially  the 
same  as  those  already  evaluated  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (page  292)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  (page  138). 

Sewer 

The  Clean  Water  Program  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Department  provides 
combined  storm  drain  and  sanitary-sewer  service  to  the  project  area.  The  existing 
infrastructure  in  YBC,  which  can  support  73  million  gallons  per  day  (MOD)  of  storm/sewage 
flow,  could  accommodate  the  estimated  615,000  gallons  per  day  that  would  be  generated  by 
project  development./2/ 

The  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  which  treats  stormwater  and  sewage  from 
YBC,  receives  an  average  dry-weather  flow  of  84  MOD.  The  Plant  has  a  maximum 
hydraulic  capacity  of  140  MGD./2/  The  North  Point  Plant  operates  as  a  back-up  facility 
during  wet-weather  periods;  it  treats  wet-weather  flows  from  the  eastem  portion  of  the  City, 
including  YBC,  with  a  peak  capacity  of  160  MOD.  The  Oceanside  Water  Pollution  Control 
Plant,  currently  under  construction,  is  expected  to  be  operational  by  early  1993.  City 
treatment  plants  are  not  designed  to  accommodate  storm  flow  from  rainfall  greater  than  an 
average  of  0.023  inches  per  hour;  the  excess  flows  are  retained  in  box  sewers  throughout  the 
City.  Excess  flows  bypass  the  plants  and  discharge  directly  into  San  Francisco  Bay  and  the 
Pacific  Ocean  approximately  fives  times  per  year  due  to  large,  high  intensity  storms.  The 
City  sewer  system  is  currently  in  compliance  with  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
requirements. /2/ 

The  potential  impacts  of  increased  demand  on  the  sewer  system  are  assessed  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  (pages  292-296)  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  138-140).  The  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  evaluated 
through  previous  environmental  documentation. 

Solid  Waste 

The  amount  of  solid  waste  generated  in  YBC  after  project  development  would  represent  less 
than  one  percent  of  the  total  solid  waste  generation  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  The 
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existing  landfill  facility  could  accommodate  such  an  increase.  However,  the  City  Solid 
Waste  Management  Program  recommends  the  provision  of  storage  space  for  recyclables  in 
buildings  to  be  constructed,  and  the  implementation  of  recycling  programs  in  YBC  offices 
and  residences./3/  These  recommendation  are  presented  as  mitigation  measures  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  (pages  460-461). 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  generates  approximately  645,000  tons  of  solid  waste  per  year. 
Approximately  60%  of  this  waste  is  deposited  at  the  Altamont  Pass  landfill,  and  the 
remainder  is  recycled.  It  is  estimated  that,  with  the  City's  current  generation  and  growth  of 
the  waste  stream,  the  contract  wiU  be  fulfilled  in  20  years.  However,  the  contract  wiU  be 
extended  as  the  recycling  requirements  of  AB939  are  implemented./3/ 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  a  private  firm  owned  by  Norcal,  collects  solid  waste  in 
YBC  and  transports  it  to  the  Altamont  Pass  landfill  site  owned  by  Waste  Management,  Inc. 
The  contract  that  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has  with  Waste  Management,  Inc.,  is  valid  for  up 
to  65  years  or  15  million  tons,  whichever  comes  first. 

While  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  solid  waste 
generated  in  San  Francisco,  impacts  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  addressed  and 
mitigated  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  297-300,  460-461). 

Communication 

Telephone  service  is  provided  in  the  YBC  area  by  Pacific  Bell.  Any  additional  telephone 
lines  would  be  installed  underground.  Pacific  Bell  would  be  responsible  for  any  excavation 
of  streets  and  sidewalks  and  the  customer  would  be  responsible  for  providing  any  necessary 
equipment  on  private  property  ./4/ 

Courier  services  would  expand  to  meet  any  increased  demand  generated  by  development  in 
YBC  (YBC  FEIR.  page  301).  Impacts  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  those  addressed  and 
mitigated  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  demands  for  mail  delivery  and  pickup  would  be  met  as  provided  by  law  (YBC  FEIR. 
pages  301-302). 
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Police 


Officers  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  patrol  YBC  from  the  Southem  Station, 
which  is  in  the  Hall  of  Justice  at  850  Bryant  Street.  During  1990,  the  average  response  time 
for  priority-A  calls  was  seven  minutes  and  two  seconds./5/ 

For  the  period  January  through  September,  1990,  a  total  of  2,917  police  reports  were  filed  for 
major  offenses  in  YBC.  During  this  same  time  period,  Southem  Station  as  a  whole  had  an 
average  of  133  reported  offenses  per  reporting  area,  compared  to  the  city-wide  average  of  88 
reported  offenses  per  reporting  area./5/ 

The  YBC  FEIR  (page  302)  discusses  potential  impacts  of  development  in  YBC  on  the 
provision  of  police  services.  The  discussion  notes  that  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately 
estimate  the  impact  of  development  because  the  design  of  structures  and  their  security 
systems,  the  mix  of  people  in  the  area  and  the  character  of  the  neighborhood  as  it  develops 
would  determine  the  need  for  increased  services.  Sergeant  Michael  Sullivan  recently 
confirmed  this  statement. /6/ 

The  Police  Department  anticipates  the  need  for  additional  officers  to  respond  to  increased 
frequency  of  calls  for  service  in  YBC  resulting  from  the  addition  of  new  housing,  parking, 
industry,  retail  businesses,  amusements,  etc.  Also,  traffic  increases  resulting  from 
development  could  cause  a  deterioration  of  intersection  levels  of  service,  which  may 
increase  response  time,  particularly  during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours. 

Effects  of  development  on  the  provision  of  police  services  could  be  mitigated  by  the 
following  measures: 

•  Provide  well-lit  parks,  open  space  and  public  areas  that  are  open  and  free  of 
obstructions  that  could  inhibit  views  from  passing  patrol  units. 

•  Provide  well-lit  and  secure  (either  fenced,  attended  and/or  patrolled  by  private 
security)  parking  areas  to  minimize  the  opportunity  for  criminal  activity ./5/ 

Additional  mitigation  measures  are  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  462-464)  and 
on  page  43. 
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Fire 


The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  is  currently  equipped  to  serve  the  proposed  project 
in  YBC./7/  The  YBC  FEIR  addresses  potential  impacts  to  the  Fire  Department  (pages 
304-305)  and  identifies  appropriate  mitigation  measures  (page  465). 

Stations  Number  1,  8,  and  35  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  serve  YBC. 
Station  No.,  1  at  416  Jessie  Street  is  one  block  east  of  YBC;  Station  No.  8,  at  36 
Bluxome  Street,  is  five  blocks  southwest  of  YBC,  and  Station  No,  35  is  at  Pier  22-1/2, 
approximately  one  mile  east  of  YBC.  The  former  Station  35  on  Howard  Street  now 
houses  the  Bureau  of  Fire  Investigation  (Arson  Squad). /8/ 

Station  No.  1  is  the  busiest  in  the  City,  with  the  busiest  tmck  company  and  rescue 
squad.  On  a  first  alarm,  three  engine  companies,  one  rescue  squad  and  an  Assistant 
Chief  and  Battalion  Chief  would  respond,  for  a  total  of  approximately  32 
firefighters. /8/ 

The  existing  fire  flows  are  approximately  6,000-7,000  gallons  per  minute  (GPM)  from 
low-pressure  hydrants,  and  10,000-15,000  GPM  from  high-pressure  sources.  The 
existing  water  supply  is  adequate  for  fire-fighting  needs  of  the  proposed  project./9/ 

The  Fire  Department  has  plans  to  upgrade  existing  firehouses  and  reorganize  the 
stations  that  would  serve  the  project  site.  The  Howard  Street  structure  will  be 
upgraded  to  operate  as  a  firehouse  by  June  1992.  At  that  time,  the  Arson  Squad  will 
permanently  relocate  to  a  new  site  and  Station  No.  8  will  occupy  the  upgraded 
structure  for  approximately  one  year,  during  which  time  the  firehouse  at  36  Bluxome 
Street  will  be  upgraded.  Station  No.  8  will  retum  to  the  firehouse  at  36  Bluxome 
Street  when  it  has  been  upgraded.  The  Fire  Department  is  currently  considering 
permanently  relocating  Station  No.  1  to  the  Howard  Street  firehouse  when  Station  No. 
8  vacates  it./7/ 

Schools 


As  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  307-309),  few  school-age  children  would  be 
expected  to  live  in  YBC.  Primary  students  (grades  kindergarten-fifth)  would  attend 
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Bessie  Carmichael  School  at  Harrison  and  Russ  Streets.  Older  students  would  attend 
Potrero  Hill  Middle  School  and  Mission  High  School./lO/ 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  (Case  No.  86.505E)  indicated  a  student  generation  rate  for 
public  school  attendance  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  which  includes  YBC,  of 
approximately  0.187  students  per  residential  unit  (this  student  generation  rate,  which 
likely  is  greater  than  that  experienced  in  YBC,  is  dependent  on  the  type  of  residential 
unit  provided).  Assuming  this  rate  has  remained  constant,  the  proposed  development 
of  910  housing  units  would  result  in  the  generation  of  170  school-age  children  in 
YBC.  The  existing  schools  could  accommodate  these  students./ll/ 

The  impacts  of  proposed  development  on  the  Downtown  Center  of  the  San  Francisco 
Community  College  District,  located  at  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets,  are  discussed  in 
the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  306-307).  Because  the  Center  has  been  planned  to  respond  to 
the  needs  of  the  downtown  community,  the  type  of  development  that  occurs  could 
have  an  effect  on  the  types  of  courses  offered./12/ 

Recreation 

Because  YBC  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  San 
Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department  will  not  be  responsible  for  maintenance  of 
any  open  space  in  YBC.  However,  employees  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
would  be  consulted  on  the  concept  and  design  of  parks  within  YBC./13/ 

A  new  park  has  been  constructed  by  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  at  Sixth  and  Folsom  Streets,  about  two  blocks  west  of  YBC.  The 
44,300-square  foot  park  consists  of  both  indoor  and  outdoor  recreational  facilities. 

As  part  of  the  proposed  project,  new  public  open  space  would  be  provided  in  YBC. 
On  CB-2  in  Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  50  percent  of  the  land  area  of  the  block  would 
remain  open  space.  Several  smaller  areas  on  CB-1  would  be  dedicated  and  maintained 
as  public  plazas  and  a  promenade.  On  CB-3,  30  percent  of  the  total  land  area  of  the 
block  would  remain  open  space. 
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The  proposed  project  also  includes  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  open  space 
requirements  for  new  development.  These  requirements  direct  new  development 
projects  to  construct  public  open  space  facilities  in  specified  ratios  to  the  occupied 
floor  area  of  the  proposed  projects.  The  ratios  vary  depending  on  the  land  use 
designation,  ranging  from  one  square  foot  of  open  space  per  50  square  feet  of  occupied 
floor  area  to  one  square  foot  of  open  space  per  250  square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area. 
Other  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  requirements  would  include  direct  sunlight 
access  for  appropriate  types  of  public  open  space,  reduction  of  shadows  on  open  space, 
and  implementation  of  public  access  and  comfort  criteria.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
Downtown  Plan,  a  $2.00  per  gross  square  foot  Downtown  Park  Fund  fee  would  be 
stipulated  for  new  development  projects  within  the  C-3-0,  C-3-R,  and  C-3-S  Districts, 
that  are  not  subject  to  a  pre-existing  DDA,  LDA,  or  OPA. 

The  YBC  FEIR  (pages  309-31 1)  includes  an  assessment  of  the  impacts  on  recreation 
and  park  facilities  of  YBC  development,  and  additional  discussion  is  provided  on  page 
147  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

Medical  Services 

General  urban  medical  services  are  available  in  the  YBC  area.  Potential  impacts  to 
existing  services  are  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  311-312).  Mitigation 
measures  are  also  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  467-468). 

The  South-of-Market  Health  Center  located  at  55 1  Minna  Street  is  the  principal 
outpatient  health  care  provider  for  the  YBC  area.  Emergency  services  and  specialized 
treatment  are  available  from  San  Francisco  General  Hospital,  which  is  three  miles 
from  YBC. 

The  South-of-Market  Outpatient  Clinic,  at  471  Jessie  Street,  provides  adult  mental 
health  care  for  the  YBC  area,  and  the  Central  City  Seniors  Unit,  at  1 182  Market  Street, 
offers  mental  health  care  to  senior  citizens./14/  In  addition,  the  San  Francisco  City 
Clinic  at  356  Seventh  Street,  offers  testing,  treatment,  and  counseling  for  persons  with 
sexually  transmitted  diseases. 

NOTES  -  Utilities/Public  Services 

/I/     Martin  H.  Lieberman,  Manager,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  City  Distribution 
Division,  letter  dated  November  8,  1990. 
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Ill  Nathan  Lee,  Engineering  Associate  n,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program,  telephone 
conversation,  October  28,  1988,  confirmed  November  5,  1990,  letter  dated  October  29, 
1990. 

/3/  Joseph  E.  Johnson,  Program  Manager,  Solid  Waste  Management,  San  Francisco  Chief 
Adrninistrator's  Office,  telephone  conversations,  June  12,  1991  and  October  26,  1990. 

/4/  Mark  MuUan,  Engineering  Manager,  Pacific  Bell,  telephone  conversation,  October  24, 
1990. 

151     Lieutenant  Thomas  W.  Suttmeier,  Commanding  Officer,  Planning  Division,  Southem 
District,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  letter  dated  October  29,  1990. 

161     Sergeant  Michael  J.  Sullivan,  Planning  Division,  San  Francisco  Police  Department, 
telephone  conversation,  October  25,  1990. 

PI     Captain  Bill  Shore,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  telephone  conversation,  October 
25,1990. 

/8/     Chief  Howard  Slater,  Chief-in-Charge,  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
telephone  conversation,  October  12,  1988. 

191     Herbert  E.  Kneis,  Supervisor,  High-Pressure  Water  System,  Water  Supply  and 

Engineering,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  telephone  conversation,  October  11,  1988. 

/lO/   Aurea  Espina,  Secretary,  Bessie  Carmichael  School,  telephone  conversation, 
October  17,  1988. 

/1 1/  Larry  Jacobson,  Educational  Means  Analyst,  Facilities  Planning,  San  Francisco  Public 
Schools,  telephone  conversation,  June  19,  1991. 

/12/   Howard  Perkins,  Material  and  Supply  Supervisor,  The  Downtovm  Center,  San  Francisco 
Community  CoUege  District,  telephone  conversation,  October  26,  1988. 

/1 3/   Deborah  Lemer,  Park  Planner/Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  telephone  conversation,  October  13,  1988. 

/14/   Brenda  Mendieta,  Contracts  Office,  Community  Mental  Health  Services,  telephone 
conversation,  October  17,  1988. 


8)  Biology.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)    Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    X  X 

*(b)   Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere 
substantially  with  the  movement  of  any 
resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife 

species?    X  X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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(c)   Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 
of  mature,  scenic  trees? 


YBC  is  occupied  by  urban  uses.  Pavement  or  foundations  and  other  improvements  cover 
most  of  the  area.  No  endangered  plant  or  animal  species  are  known  to  inhabit  the  study 
area,  and  vegetation  is  sparse  except  in  a  few  landscaped  and  maintained  open  spaces. 
During  the  construction  phase  of  the  proposed  projects,  the  main  effects  would  be  removal 
of  isolated  patches  of  weedy  vegetation  and  displacement  of  portions  of  the  existing  bird 
and  rat  populations.  Following  constmction  of  the  project,  additional  landscaping  in  YBC 
would  provide  new  habitat  primarily  for  insects,  birds  adapted  to  the  urban  environment 
(e.g.,  domestic  pigeon,  house  finch,  English  sparrow)  and  common  soU  animals.  Project 
impacts  on  local  biological  resources  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  on 
pages  441-445  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  on  pages  199-200  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement.  These  impacts  would  not  be  significant  and  do  not  require  further  analysis  in 
the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

9)  Geology /Topography.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 

erosion  and  liquefaction).  X     

(b)   Change  substantially  the  topography  or 
any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features 

of  the  site?    _JL.  X 


The  project  area  is  susceptible  to  earthquake-induced  hazards.  These  seismic  hazards  wUl 
be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Except  for  areas  imderlain  by  bedrock  (about  10%  of  the  YBC  area),  unconsolidated 
geologic  materials  underlying  YBC  form  a  relatively  poor  foundation  base;  pilings  or 
some  other  means  of  providing  adequate  support  would  be  necessary  for  high-rise 
buildings.  Excavation  would  be  required  for  structures  with  basement  levels.  Dewatering 
during  construction  could  cause  some  local  subsidence,  but  there  probably  would  be  no 
impact  to  most  nearby  buildings;  however,  local  subsidence  could  damage  older  brick  and 
masonry  buildings  and  underground  utility  lines.  These  impacts  have  been  analyzed  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  433-437  and  193-196, 
respectively)  and  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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10)  Water.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)    Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X  X 

*(b)   Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground- 
water resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  groundwater  recharge?  X     

*(c)   Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

siltation?  X  X 


Potential  hydrologic  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  438-440)  and  the 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (pages  197-198).  The  majority  of  the  project  area  is 
covered  with  impervious  surfaces.  The  project  would  not  significantly  alter  the  drainage 
pattern  of  the  area  or  runoff  quality  or  quantity.  Runoff  would  drain  into  the  City's 
combined  sanitary  and  storm  drainage  system.  The  site  would  continue  to  have  a  potential 
hazard  of  stormwater  overflows.  New  construction  of  large  structures  and  high-rise 
buildings  in  most  locations  within  YBC  would  require  dewatering.  The  proposed  project 
would  not  substantially  change  the  hydrologic  impacts  from  those  already  analyzed  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  No  further  analysis  of  these  topics  are 
required  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  to  use  groundwater  for  irrigating  landscaping  in  the 
open  space  on  CB-2.  The  availability  of  this  water  supply  for  landscaping  will  be 
analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


11)  Energy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the 
use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or 

energy,  or  use  them  in  a  wasteful  manner?  X    X 

(b)  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?  X    X 

Constmction  would  consume  energy  through  the  excavation  and  hauling  of  earth  for  building 
foundations,  the  construction  equipment  used  to  erect  the  buildings,  and  the  fabrication  and 
delivery  of  construction  materials.  As  estimated  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
(page  182),  total  construction  energy  consumption  for  YBC  would  be  approximately 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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7.6  trillion  Btu.  The  proposed  project  would  consume  approximately  the  same  amount  of 
energy  in  construction  as  the  project  analyzed  in  the  previous  EIR. 

New  development  in  YBC  would  increase  the  amount  of  energy  consumed  through  the 
operation  of  buildings  and  the  transportation  of  employees  and  residents. 


As  estimated  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (page  184),  total  operational  energy 
consumption  would  be  approximately  2.6  trillion  Btu  per  year.  Should  housing  replace 
office  space,  as  would  occur  under  the  proposed  project,  electricity  use  would  be  lower  and 
natural  gas  use  would  be  higher  than  estimated  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement: 
however,  total  operational  energy  consumption  would  be  about  the  same  as  that  analyzed  in 
the  previous  EIR.  Energy  impacts  due  to  construction  and  operation  do  not  require  further 
analysis  in  the  EIR. 


12)  Hazards.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?  _JL_    X 

*(b)  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 

or  emergency  evacuation  plans?    X  X 

(c)   Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 

hazard?  X  X 


The  project  site  is  located  in  downtown  San  Francisco  in  a  neighborhood  having  a  history 
of  industrial  and  commercial  land  uses.  YBC  is  situated  just  outside  the  bayside  zone 
designated  in  San  Francisco's  "Analyzing  the  Soil  for  Hazardous  Wastes"  Ordinance  No. 
253-86,  and  therefore  does  not  fall  under  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance.  (The  ordinance 
requires  soil  testing  for  excavation  projects  in  certain  areas  of  the  City.)  Nevertheless, 
past  activities  in  YBC  and  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood  likely  included  storage,  use,  or 
production  of  hazardous  materials.  Past  land  use  activities  could  have  generated 
hazardous  wastes  that  might  still  be  present  on  the  site,  or  could  have  produced  residual 
soil  or  groundwater  contamination. 


♦ 


Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Hazardous  waste  contamination  could  pose  a  threat  to  construction  workers  or  future 
occupants  of  YBC.  Underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  were  likely  used  in  the  project  area 
and  vicinity,  and  might  stUl  remain.  The  contents  of  USTs  are  usually  hazardous.  In 
addition,  imported  rubble  or  fill  of  unknown  composition  might  cover  native  subsurface 
soil  or  fill  historic  basement  areas  in  portions  of  the  site.  Several  feet  of  fill  were  found  in 
test  borings  done  on  the  Convention  Center  block;  at  one  location  the  fill  was  tainted  with 
petroleum.  Finally,  asbestos-containing  materials  might  be  present  in  buildings  or  rubble. 

Potential  concems  at  the  project  site  include  contamination  from  underground  storage 
tanks,  imported  fill,  and  historic  and  present  handling  of  hazardous  materials.  These 
issues  will  be  analyzed  further  in  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

Portions  of  the  project  area  are  located  within  the  Fire  Zone,  as  designated  in  the  San 
Francisco  Building  Code.  The  Fire  Zone  includes  the  area  east  of  Sixth  Street  and  north 
of  Brannan  Street,  and  the  area  east  of  Hawthome  Street  and  south  of  Brannan  Street. 
Within  the  Fire  Zone,  Type  H,  hazardous  building  occupancies  (as  defined  in  the  Building 
Code),  and  bulk  storage  of  flammable  materials  is  forbidden.  These  issues  do  not  require 
further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

The  plan  would  not  interfere  with  the  San  Francisco  Emergency  Response  Plan 
administered  by  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services.  Redevelopment  Plan 
amendments  would  not  create  a  fire  hazard.  Additional  employment  or  resident 
population  resulting  from  the  project  could  expose  more  people  to  earthquake-induced 
fire,  which  will  be  discussed  in  the  seismicity  section  of  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR. 

13)  Cultural.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a 
property  of  historical  or  cultural 
significance  to  a  community  or  ethnic 
or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological 
site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific 

study?  X    X 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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(c) 


(b) 


Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific 
uses  of  the  area? 
Conflict  with  the  preservation  of 
buildings  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Article  10  or  Anicle  11  of  the  City 
Planning  Code? 


X 


X 


X 


X 


A  prehistoric  shellmound  (CA-SFR-1 14)  was  discovered  on  CB-2  as  part  of  the  Moscone 
Center  Expansion  Project  in  1988.  The  shellmound,  which  dates  from  between  1000  A.D. 
to  1400  A.D.,  included  a  discrete  cemetery  that  contained  11  human  remains  of  both  sexes 
ranging  in  age  from  about  4-6  months  old  to  about  50-55  years  old.  Over  45,000  burial 
items  were  found  in  the  cemetery.  The  site  also  contained  the  architectural  remains  of  a 
sweathouse,  and  included  obsidian  projectile  points,  shellfish  and  fish  remains. /1, 2/.  In 
addition,  discovery  of  sheUmounds  just  south  of  Market  Street  at  Second  and  at  Fifth 
Streets,  as  well  as  discovery  of  a  human  skeleton  unearthed  during  BART  excavation  near 
Market  and  Seventh  Streets  indicate  that  an  indigenous  Native  American  population  may 
have  inhabited  the  area./3,4/ 

Remains  from  later  periods  in  San  Francisco's  history  probably  exist  beneath  existing 
structures  in  YBC.  The  remains  may  include  privy  vaults,  basements,  and  backyard 
dumps  that  were  covered  by  landfill  and/or  reconstmction  after  the  1906  earthquake.  The 
extent  of  remains  is  dependent  on  whether  subsequent  construction  and  excavation  has 
disturbed  them.  A  description  of  history  of  YBC  and  its  archaeological  significance  is 
contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR.  pages  212-21 8d  and  in  the  Moscone  Center  Expansion 
Project  Archaeological  Data  Recovery  Program./2/  The  inclusion  of  the  measure  to 
mitigate  any  impacts  resulting  from  construction  within  YBC  would  result  in  any  impact 
not  being  significant  (see  page  43).  No  further  analysis  in  the  EIR  is  required. 

YBC  includes  several  buildings  that  have  been  identified  by  various  surveys  as  having 
historic  or  architectural  interest  or  value.  A  list  of  these  buildings  was  presented  in 
Table  10,  page  98  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  Two  buildings  in  YBC  have  been 
designated  as  City  Landmarks:  Saint  Patrick's  Church  at  756  Mission  Street  and  the 
Jessie  Street  Substation  at  222  -  226  Jessie  Street.  In  addition,  the  Jessie  Street  Substation 
is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
(page  201)  also  indicates  that  the  following  properties  were  considered  eligible  for  the 
Register:  the  Aronson  Historic  District  (comprised  of  the  Mercantile  Building,  the 
Blumenthal  Building,  and  the  Williams  Building);  St.  Patrick's  Church;  the  Jessie  Hotel; 
and  the  Salvation  Army  Building  (Senior  Activities  Center). 
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The  revised  Main  Program  would  not  cause  conflicts  with  buildings  of  architectural  or 
historical  merit.  The  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  fully  discussed  the  impacts  that 
development  would  have  on  Saint  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation,  the 
two  existing  City  landmarks  in  YBC.  Both  of  these  buildings  would  be  retained  in  the 
proposed  project.  Saint  Patrick's  Church  would  continue  to  operate  as  a  church  and  the 
Jessie  Street  Substation  would  be  renovated  for  retail  or  cultural  uses.  The  impacts  of  the 
new  Main  Program  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  previously  (Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement,  pages  200-204).  Pedestrian  plazas  would  enhance  the  setting  of  the  two  City 
landmark  buildings.  New  buildings  proposed  for  CB-1  would  be  taller  than  either  Saint 
Patrick's  Church  or  the  Jessie  Street  Substation.  This  could  contribute  to  an  imbalance  in 
building  scale  that  could  have  an  impact  on  the  perception  of  the  historic  buildings. 
Although  some  of  the  land  uses  proposed  in  the  Revised  Main  Program  differ  from  those 
considered  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  effects  on  preserving  or  demolishing 
existing  structures  would  remain  the  same. 

The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  concerning  Historic  Buildings,  prepared  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  in  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  (SHPO)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  requires  that  new 
buildings  on  CB-1  and  within  50  feet  of  Mission  Street  on  CB-2  be  designed  with  height 
and  scale  to  be  compatible  with  existing  historic  structures.  This  would  mitigate  any 
design-related  impacts  that  could  occur  to  the  City  landmark  buildings.  Also  as  part  of  the 
Memorandum  of  Agreement,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  preserve  the  Jessie  Street 
Substation,  the  Mercantile  Building,  St.  Patrick's  Church,  the  Williams  Building,  and  the 
Salvation  Army  Building  and  would  demolish  the  Blumenthal  Building  and  the  Jessie 
Hotel  provided  that  these  buildings  are  photographed  and  their  floor  plans  recorded  prior 
to  demolition  (see  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  page  201).  Impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  on  historic  resources  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  the  incorporation  into  the  Redevelopment  Plan  of  the 
procedures  in  the  Downtown  Plan  for  permitting  the  transfer  of  development  rights  within 
the  C-3  Districts  from  buildings  rated  for  special  aesthetic,  architectural  or  historic  merit 
to  new  development  projects  (Article  11,  1990  Planning  Code).  Transferable 
Development  Rights  (TDR)  would  be  assignable  to  new  development  projects  from 
Transfer  Lots  in  C-3  Districts  occupied  by  buildings  identified  as  Significant  or 


42 


Contributory,  or  unrated  buildings  in  Conservation  Districts,  and  by  landmarks  as 
designated  under  Article  10  of  the  1990  Planning  Code.  TDR  would  be  transferable 
within  each  C-3  District  and  from  the  C-3-0  and  C-3-R  Districts  to  the  C-3-0  (SD) 
District.  Depending  on  the  rated  quality  of  the  building  occupying  the  Transfer  Lot,  TDR 
would  be  transferable  to  the  C-3-0  (SD)  District  from  the  remaining  C-3  Districts  and  the 
Extended  Preservation  District  located  in  the  SOM  Plan  RSD  District,  as  well. 

NOTES  -  Cultural 

III   Allen  G.  Pastron,  Ph.D.  President,  Archeo-Tec,  telephone  conversation,  October  5, 
1989. 

Ill   City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Office  of  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer, 
Moscone  Center  Expansion  Project:  Archaeological  Data  Recovery  Program, 
December,  1990. 

/3/   Allen  G.  Pastron,  Ph.D.,  and  Michael  R.  Walsh,  M.A.,  The  Market  Street  Shell 
Midden:  A  Prehistoric  Archaeological  Site  in  Dovmtown  San  Francisco,  undated. 

/4/   Allen  G.  Pastron,  Ph.D.,  and  Michael  R.  Walsh,  M.A.,  The  Stevenson  Street 

Shellmound:  A  Prehistoric  Archaeological  Site  in  Downtown  San  Francisco,  undated. 

C.  OTHER  Yes       No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  Department  of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection,  or  from  Regional,  State,  or 

Federal  Agencies?  X     

The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  would  approve  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
amendments  and  the  Phase  Three  Amendment  to  the  YBG  DDA.  The  Board  of  Supervisors 
would  approve  the  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments. 

D.  MmGATION  MEASURES  Xes       Nq       N/A  Discussed 

1 )  Could  the  project  have  significant 
effects  if  mitigation  measures  are 

not  included  in  the  project?        X 

2)  Are  aU  mitigation  measures  necessary 
to  eliminate  significant  effects 

included  in  the  project?    X    X 

The  following  are  mitigation  measures  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  further 
analysis  in  the  EIR.  Some  of  these  measures  are  included  in  the  YBC  FEIR.  the  First  YBC 
EIR  Supplement,  and  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.  The  YBC  Subsequent  EIR  will 
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contain  a  mitigation  chapter  that  will  incorporate  these  measures  by  reference  and  also 
include  other  measures  that  would  be,  or  could  be,  adopted  to  reduce  potential  adverse 
effects  of  the  project  as  identified  in  the  EIR.  Also  listed  are  additional  mitigation  measures 
that  were  not  described  in  existing  environmental  documentation  and  that  reduce  otherwise 
potentially  significant  impacts  to  a  level  of  insignificance;  topics  covered  by  these  new 
mitigation  measures  do  not  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR.  These  new  mitigation 
measures,  or  any  additions  to  previously  proposed  mitigation  measures,  are  shown  in  italics. 
Measures  already  included  in  previous  YBC  environmental  review  are  in  ordinary  type  face. 


Plans.  Policies  and  Zoning 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  allocation  of  1%  of  the  construction 
costs  of  all  buildings,  except  subsidized  housing,  to  public  fine  art  works. 

Visual  Quality 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  allocation  of  1%  of  the  construction 
cost  of  all  buildings  except  the  subsidized  housing  to  public  fine  art  works. 

•  The  principles  and  design  standards  developed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency's 
urban  design  consultants  would  include  consideration  of  the  effect  of  building  design 
and  layout  on  the  visual  context  of  existing  buildings  of  identified  architectural  or 
historic  merit  on  CB-1  (Assessor's  Block  3706),  both  inside  and  outside  of  YBC. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  placement  of  sidewalk  lighting  so  as  not 
to  interfere  with  the  vision  of  passing  motorists  and  to  avoid  creating  reflective  glare 
on  adjacent  buildings. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  incorporate  design  measures  to  mitigate  possible 
visual  effects  of  continuous  adjacent  tall  buildings  along  the  perimeter  of  CB-1  at 
Fourth,  Market  and  Third  Streets.  These  measures  could  include  the  provision  of 
pedestrian-level  windows  and  gateways  that  allow  the  passer-by  to  view  activities  in 
the  interior  of  the  block,  and  the  use  of  building  shape,  color,  shadow  lines  and 
texture  to  break  up  the  line  of  continuous  building  surfaces. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  amend  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  to 
incorporate  the  urban  design  elements  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan. 
These  elements  include  decreases  in  floor  area  ratios  (FAR),  provision  of  open  space 
and  an  extensive  pedestrian  circulation  network,  and  adoption  of  measures  to 
promote  a  graduated  reduction  of  bulk  in  the  upper  stories  of  tall  buildings. 


Wind  and  Shadow 

•      Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and  location  with 
respect  to  other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows.  The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  require  developers  of  high-rise  structures  to  conduct  a  microclimate 
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analysis,  including  wind-tunnel  studies,  to  determine  design-specific  impacts  on 
pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for  design  modifications  to  mitigate  these 
impacts.  Pedestrian  comfort  standard  from  the  Downtown  Plan  and  SOM  Plan  of 
7  mphfor  seating  areas  and  11  mphfor  other  pedestrian  zones  (open  space  areas, 
pedestrian  concourses,  sidewalks,  etc.)  as  applicable,  would  be  adopted.  Projects 
within  YBC  would  be  required  to  meet  these  standards  or  to  mitigate  exceedances 
through  building  design. 

Shadow  analyses  would  be  performed  as  appropriate  by  developers.  Necessary 
modifications  in  building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be 
implemented  to  reduce  shading  effects  on  proposed  open  areas  wherever  possible. 
The  shadow  reduction  and  open  space  sunlight  access  requirements  of  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  the  SOM  Plan  as  applicable,  would  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the 
Redevelopment  Plan. 


Construction  Noise 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  powered  construction  equipment, 
other  than  impact  tools  and  equipment,  regardless  of  age  or  date  of  acquisition,  emit 
no  more  than  80  dBA  when  measured  at  a  distance  of  100  feet,  or  an  equivalent 
sound  level  at  some  other  convenient  distance  (a  noise  level  from  a  single  noise 
source  drops  by  6  dBA  with  every  doubling  of  distance).  Impact  tools  and  equipment 
must  have  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  recommended  by  the  manufacturers  and 
approved  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  as  best  providing  maximum  noise 
attenuation.  The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  a  special  permit  for 
construction  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 

*•    As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan,  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the 
project  sponsor  and  recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be  included  as 
part  of  the  proposed  building.  For  example,  such  design  features  could  include  fixed 
windows  and  climate  control. 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  project  contractor  predrill  holes  ( if 
feasible  based  on  soils)  for  piles  to  the  maximum  feasible  depth  to  minimize  noise 
and  vibration  from  piledriving.  The  actual  pounding  from  piledriving  would  occur 
during  a  five-  to  eight-minute  span  per  pile. 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  consult  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  determine 
the  time  when  piledriving  would  cause  the  least  disturbance  to  neighboring  uses.  The 
project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  construction  contractor  limit  piledriving 
activity  to  result  in  least  disturbance.  This  could  require  a  work  permit  from  the 
Director  of  Public  Works  pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Section  2908, 
if  piledriving  during  daytime  hours  is  determined  to  be  less  disruptive  to  neighboring 
uses. 
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Operational  Noise 


•  As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan,  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the 
developer  and  recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be  included  as  part  of 
the  proposed  building.  For  example,  such  design  features  could  include  fixed 
windows  and  climate  control.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
implementing  the  following  post-construction  site  planning  noise  mitigations: 

Setting  back  housing  from  the  major  streets. 

Orienting  housing  away  from  noise  sources,  with  courtyard  and  balcony  areas 
screened  from  the  noise  by  the  building. 

Using  noise  barriers  such  as  walls. 

Placing  bedrooms  as  far  as  possible  from  exterior  noise  sources. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  ensure  that  residential  and  hotel  uses  incorporate 
necessary  noise  insulation  features  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Califomia  Noise-Insulation  Standards  (Title  25,  Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1,  Article  4, 
of  the  Califomia  Administrative  Code).  Residential,  cultural,  office  and 
retail/commercial  uses  in  areas  exceeding  maximum  "satisfactory"  noise  level 
guidelines  specified  by  Transportation  Noise  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of 
San  Francisco  (San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  August  1974)  would 
receive  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  and  have  needed  noise 
insulation  features  included  in  their  design.  These  features  may  include  sound-rated 
glass  windows,  air-conditioning,  and  tight  buUding  constraction.  All  exterior  traffic 
noise  levels  in  YBC  can  be  reduced  to  acceptable  interior  noise  levels  (about  45  dBA 

or  CNEL)  through  appropriate  building  design. 

Construction  Air  Quality 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  to  sprinkle  demolition  sites  with 
water  continuously  during  demolition  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  constmction  areas 
with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soU,  sand,  and  other  material; 
cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  streets 
surrounding  demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce 
particulate  emissions.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project  contractor  to 
maintain  and  operate  constmction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  of  motors 
when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  tmcks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and 
implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment 
that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  constmction  period. 

•  The  reduction  of  dust  generated  by  excavation  and  other  constmction  activities  would 
be  achieved  by  using  constmction-industry-accepted  methods  such  as  watering  the 
site  and  covering  load  material  in  trucks. 
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operational  Air  Quality 


In  the  YBC  FEIR.  HUD  required  that  one  or  more  of  the  following  specific  measures 
be  included  in  housing  design  to  reduce  indoor  levels  of  poUutant  exposure  in  all 
YBC  housing: 

Housing  units  be  at  the  second  level  or  higher. 

Recirculation-type  ventilation  system  and  central  forced-air  heating  system. 
Electric  ranges  in  lieu  of  gas  ranges. 

Emission  vents  of  structures  separated  from  air  intakes  by  at  least  15  feet. 
Air  intakes  elevated  at  least  ten  feet  above  street  level. 
Avoidance  of  long  linear  blocks  of  stmctures. 

No  direct  access  to  dwelling  units  from  parking  areas  through  a  common 
doorway. 


Utilities/Public  Services 
Sewers 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  to  require  that  all  developers  install  low-flow 
toilers,  urinals,  taps,  and  showerheads  to  reduce  the  total  liquid  wastes  discharged 
into  the  sewers. 

•  Discharge  of  dewatering  wastes  from  construction  sites  into  the  sewers  must  conform 
to  the  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance.  The  quality  of  the  water  would  be  determined  and 
the  cost  of  treating  the  wastewater  (based  on  the  water  quality)  would  be  negotiated 
by  the  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering  and  the  contractor.  The  cost  would  be  home 
by  the  contractor.  Dewatering  for  construction  of  individual  buildings  under  the 
Main  Program  could  be  begun  during  the  dry  season  to  reduce  shock  loads  during 
rain  storms;  if  delaying  the  schedule  were  not  economical,  dewatering  during  and 
immediately  after  storms  could  be  avoided. 

Solid  Waste 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  refuse,  including  that  from 
housing  development,  be  placed  in  metal  dumpster  containers  to  facilitate  pick-up. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  provision  of  storage  space  for 
recyclables  in  buildings  to  be  constructed,  and  encourage  the  implementation  of 
recycling  programs  in  YBC  offices  and  residences. 
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Communications 


•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  installation  of  bicycle  racks  near  office 
building  entrances  for  use  by  messengers. 

•  The  designation  of  yellow-curb  delivery  zones  near  the  convention  center,  offices, 
light  industry  and  downtown  support  buildings  would  alleviate  congestion  caused  by 
delivery  vehicles.  Such  designations  would  require  the  approval  of  the  Traffic 
Survey  Unit  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  and  the  Police  Commission  and 
would  be  granted  after  analyses  of  the  frequency  of  deliveries,  the  need  for  parking, 
and  local  traffic  congestion. 

Police 

•  All  construction  sites  must  be  fenced  under  Federal  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  regulations;  the  Redevelopment  Agency  suggests  that  security  guards 
be  required  at  night  at  all  construction  sites  to  protect  materials  and  equipment  from 
vandalism  and  theft, 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  would  facilitate  and  coordinate  meetings  between 
YBC  developers  and  the  Crime  Prevention  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department  to  discuss  security  measures  to  be  incorporated  into  the  design  and 
operation  of  proposed  buildings. 

•  Street  lighting,  especially  on  side  streets,  could  be  designed  for  pedestrians  as  well  as 
vehicles.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  delayed  upgrading  the  lighting  in 
YBC  and  would  prepare  lighting  plans  designed  for  pedestrian  and  vehicular  safety 
once  street  disruption,  connected  with  YBC  construction,  were  finished.  Any  such 
plans  would  require  the  City  Public  Utilities  Commission  approval. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  well-lit  parks,  open  space  and  public 
areas  that  are  open  and  free  of  obstructions  that  could  inhibit  views  from  passing 
patrol  units. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  well-lit  and  secure  ( either  fenced, 
attended  and/ or  patrolled  by  private  security)  parking  facilities  to  minimize  the 
opportunity  for  criminal  activity. 

Recreation/Entertainment  Park 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  provide  an  intemal  security  force  at  the  park. 
This  force  could  be  required  to  patrol  after  closing  hours,  as  well  as  while  the  park  is 
in  operation,  to  decrease  the  possibility  of  burglaries  or  assaults.  The  selection  of  a 
security  guard  force  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  park  developer. 

Parks  and  Recreation 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  continue  to  consult  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  as  development  proceeds  and  would: 

Involve  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  at  the  earliest  possible  time  in  all 
phases  of  park  and  pedestrian  concourse  design;  and 

Incorporate  ease  of  maintenance  as  one  design  criterion  for  parks  and  the 
pedestrian  concourse. 
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Biology 


Rat  control  efforts  may  be  needed  temporarily  during  construction,  if  the  abandoned 
sewer  lines  in  Stevenson  Street  are  exposed.  The  Department  of  Public  Health  would 
be  responsible  for  implementing  this  measure. 


Geology /Topography/Hydrology 

If  the  project  were  to  include  dewatering,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would 
be  retained  in  a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  is  found 
necessary  by  the  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/ sewer  lines. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  all  general  contractors  to  install  and 
maintain  sediment  traps  in  local  stormwater  intakes  during  the  construction  period  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/ sewer  lines,  if  this  is  found 
necessary  by  the  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

•  To  insure  adequate  foundation  support  for  proposed  new  structures,  a  licensed  soils 
engineer  would  be  retained  to  investigate  the  site  and  prepare  recommendations 
based  on  current  soils  engineering  practice  as  required  by  the  Seismic  Safety  Element 
of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan.  All  buildings  would  be  designed  in  accordance 
with  the  soils  engineer's  recommendations. 

•  Periodic  checks  of  stmctures  in  and  adjacent  to  the  site  would  in  accordance  with  the 
San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  requirements  to  determine  if  setdement 
were  occurring  in  areas  subject  to  potential  subsidence  and  to  differential  settlement. 
Building  inspection  is  conducted  ordinarily  only  after  a  complaint  has  been  filed  with 
the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection. 

•  Erodible,  unconsolidated  geologic  materials  exposed  during  construction  would  be 
protected  from  wind  erosion.  Clays  and  silt  might  be  a  source  of  dust  in  the  area. 
The  ground  surface  could  be  wetted  down  daily  with  reclaimed  water. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  each  developer  of  a  high-rise  structure  to 
prepare  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  in  consultation  with  Mayor's 
Office  of  Emergency  Services.  This  would  insure  coordination  between  the  City's 
emergency  planning  activities  and  the  developer's  plans  as  well  as  provide  for 
building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The  developer's  plans  would  be 
reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  before  issuance  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  building  permits.  The  appropriate  plan  would 
be  prominently  posted  in  each  high-rise  building  to  be  constructed. 

•  If  in  the  judgment  of  the  City  Engineer  unacceptable  subsidence  occurs  during 
constmction,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  the  developer  initiate 
groundwater  recharge  to  halt  the  settlement. 

•  Groundwater  pumped  from  construction  sites  would  be  filtered,  if  this  is  found 
necessary,  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  the  sewer  system. 
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Water 


The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  use  of  low-flow  toilets,  urinals,  taps, 
and  showerheads  to  reduce  water  consumption. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  agreed  to  use  a  water-efficient  form  of  irrigation, 
such  as  drip  irrigation,  and  drought -resistant  landscape  materials  in  the  open  space 
areas  to  reduce  irrigation. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  recycle  the  water  used  in  all 
decorative  fountains. 


Water  Quality 

See  the  first  and  second  measures  under  Geology/Topography/Hydrology,  above,  for 
mitigation  proposed  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  storm  sewers. 


Energy 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  encourage  the  use  of  a  total  energy  system  for 
development  of  all  new  buildings.  Because  several  major  structures  woiild  be 
designed  and  built  in  the  same  area  at  about  the  same  time,  an  exceptional 
opportunity  exists  to  incorporate  a  total  energy  system  into  the  design  (see 
Section  Vn.,  L,  YBC  FEIR.  pp.  498-499). 

•      The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  each 
development  to  minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of 
nonrenewable  energy  and  to  encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  review  each  building  design  to  ensure  that  it  would 
conform  to  all  criteria.  See  Appendix  F,  page  265  of  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  for  a  sample  list  of  such  criteria. 


Cultural 


Given  the  strong  possibility  of  encountering  the  remains  of  cultural  or  historic 
artifacts  within  the  project  site,  the  sponsor  would  retain  the  services  of  an 
archaeologist.  The  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO)  in  consultation  with  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LP A3)  and  the 
archaeologist  would  determine  whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  all 
excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery  of 
cultural  and  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are 
uncovered. 
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A  pre -excavation  testing  program  would  be  carried  out.  The  program  would  be 
supervised  by  an  archaeologist  using  a  series  of  mechanical,  exploratory  borings,  or 
other  testing  methods  determined  by  the  archaeologist  to  be  appropriate .  The 
archaeologist  would  supervise  the  testing  at  the  site  to  determine  the  probability  of 
finding  cultural  and  historical  remains.  At  the  completion  of  the  archaeological 
testing  program,  the  archaeologist  would  submit  a  written  report  first  and  directly  to 
the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor,  which  describes  the  findings,  assesses 
their  significance  and  proposes  appropriate  recommendations  for  any  additional 
procedures  necessary  for  the  mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources 
determined  to  be  significant. 

Following  the  pre -excavation  testing  program,  an  archaeologist  would  supervise  a 
program  of  on-site  monitoring  during  site  excavation.  The  archaeologist  would 
record  observations  in  a  permanent  log.  Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be 
found  following  commencement  of  excavation  activities,  the  archaeologist  would 
assess  the  significant  of  the  find,  and  immediately  report  to  the  ERO  and  the 
President  of  the  LPAB.  Upon  receiving  the  advice  of  the  consultants  and  the  LPAB, 
the  ERO  would  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary.  The 
monitoring  program,  whether  or  not  there  are  any  finds  of  significance,  would  result 
in  a  written  report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the 
project  sponsor. 

Excavation  or  construction  activities  which  might  damage  discovered  cultural 
resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  total  maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the  course  of 
construction  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate . 

If  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  are  discovered,  an  appropriate  security 
program  would  be  implemented  to  prevent  looting  or  destruction.  Any  discovered 
cultural  artifact  assessed  as  significant  by  the  Archaeologist  upon  concurrence  by  the 
ERO  and  the  President  of  the  LPAB,  would  be  placed  in  an  appropriate  repository 
designated  for  such  materials. 

Copies  of  the  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  these  mitigation  measures  would 
be  sent  first  and  directly  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  President  of 
the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  of  review.  Following  approval  of  the 
reports  by  the  ERO  and  the  President  of  LPAB,  a  report  is  to  be  sent  to  the  California 
Archaeological  Site  Survey  Office  at  Sonoma  State  University.  The  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  shall  receive  three  final  copies  of  the  final  archaeological 
findings  report. 


E.  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  would  include  the  following: 

A.  No  Project:  YBC  would  be  developed  according  to  the  existing  Redevelopment 
Plan  and  the  DDA  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  &  York  as  it 
exists  through  the  Eighth  Amendment. 

B.  Alternative  1:  The  Redevelopment  Plan  revisions  would  not  include  housing  as 
an  altemate  principal  use.  The  area  proposed  for  the  land  use  designation  RSD 
would  instead  be  designated  SSO,  allowing  office  and  other  commercial  uses 
without  requiring  accompanying  residential  uses. 

These  alternatives  and  their  potential  impacts  wUl  be  discussed  in  the  YBC  Subsequent 
EIR. 
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F.  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNinCANCE  Yes       No  Discussed 


*  1 )  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade 
the  quality  of  the  environment,  substantially 
reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife 
species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to 
drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce 
the  number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or 
endangered  plants  or  animal,  or  eliminate 
important  examples  of  the  major  periods 

of  California  history  or  prehistory?    X   

*2)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 

achieve  short-tenn,  to  the  disadvantage  of 

long-term,  environmental  goals?    X   

*3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable.  (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projects,  other  current 

projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  X    X 

*4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
affects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 

indirectly?    X   

The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  of  downtown  development,  primarily  in 
the  areas  of  transportation  and  air  quality.  Cumulative  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the  YBC 
Subsequent  EIR. 


G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

  I  find  that  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 

  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the 

mitigations  measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of 

the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

X    I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and 
an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


BARBARA  W.  SAHM 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 


DEAN  L.  MAORIS 

,  Director  of  Planning 
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FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

Northwest  Information  Center 
California  Archaeological  Inventory 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 
Atm:  Christian  Gerike 

California  Department  of  Transportation 

Transportation  Planning 

P.O.Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

Attn:  Gary  Adams 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area 

Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604 
Attn:  Sally  Germain 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality 

Management  District 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Irwin  Mussen 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF 
SAN  FRANCISCO 

Landmarks  Preservation 

Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Vincent  Marsh,  Secretary 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
1 10  McAllister  Street,  Room  402 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF 
SAN  FRANCISCO  (Continued) 

Recreation  &  Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge 

Golden  Gate  Park 

Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Attn:  Deborah  Lemer 

Police  Department 

Planning  Division 

Hall  Of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Lt.  Thomas  W.  Suttemeier 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Division  of  Planning 

and  Research 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Atm:  Howard  L.  Slater 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment 

Agency  Commission 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Buck  Bagot,  President 

Water  Department 

Distribution  Division 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Hans  Bruno,  Assistant  Manager 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 

130  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Continued) 


Bay  Area  Council 

847  Sansome  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Bruce  Breitman 
The  Breitman  Company 
120  Howard  Street,  Suite  440 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Georgia  Brittan 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1119 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 
425  California  Street,  #2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Jay  Cahill 

Coalition  for  San  Francisco 

Neighborhoods 
Mrs.  Dorice  Murphy 
175  Yukon  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94114 

Joseph  Cortiz 

2853  22nd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Downtown  Association 
582  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Mr.  Lee  Dolson 

Economic  Opportunity  Council  of 

San  Francisco,  Inc. 
759A  Minna  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94103 

Filipino  Senior  Citizen  Club,  Inc. 

83  Sixth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 

Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mark  Ryser 

Executive  Director 

Gray  Panthers 

1182  Market  Street  #203 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Sue  Hestor 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1 121 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

League  of  Women  Voters 

of  San  Francisco 
620  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
Brent  Kato 

1453  Mission  Street,  Fifth  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 
582  Market  Street,  Suite  1208 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

National  Laywers  Guild 
558  Capp  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 10 
Attn:  Regina  Sneed 

North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Salvation  Army  Senior  Actvities 
360  Fourth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
Attn:  Philip  Klasky 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  Street,  #709 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Atto:  Donna  Casey, 
Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Building  and 

Construction  Trades  CouncU 
2660  Newhall  Street,  Room  116 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Richard  Morten 

San  Francisco  Convention  & 

Visitors  Bureau 
201  3rd  Street,  Suite  900 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  George  D.  Kirkland, 

Executive  Director 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Continued) 


San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
510  Harrison  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105-3104 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 

San  Francisco  Planning  & 

Urban  Research  Association 
312  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Franciscans  for 

Reasonable  Growth 
241  Bartlett  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  David  Jones 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
942  Market,  Room  505 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Tony  Kilroy 

Shute,  Mihaly  &  Weinberger 
396  Hayes  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Marc  Mihaly 

Sierra  Club 

730  Polk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  John  Holtzclaw 

South  of  Market  Alliance 
667  Minna  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Isabel  Legat 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corp. 

230  -  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Atm:  John  Elberling 

Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing 

Organizations 
409  Clayton  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

John  Garcia,  Administration 
San  Lorenzo  Ruiz  Center 
50  Rizal 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

James  Lee,  Property  Manager 
Clementina  Towers 
320  Clementina  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

55 


MEDL\ 

Associated  Press 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  318 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  BillShiffman 

Leland  S.  Meyerzove 

KPOO  -  FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
2700  -  Nineteenth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
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San  Francisco  Business  Times 
325  -  5th  Street 
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925  Mission  Street 
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Atto:  Martin  Halstuk 
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San  Francisco  Examiner 
P.O.  Box  7260 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Gerald  Adams 
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1366  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Strf^et 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Rob  Waters 
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Attn:  Faith  Van  Liere 

San  Francisco  Public  Library 

Business  Branch 
530  Keamy  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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1102  Q  Street 
P.O.  Box  2815 
Sacramento,  CA  95812 
Gary  Agid,  Chief, 
Local  Support  Branch 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Library 
215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94105 
Atto:  Jean  Circiello 

Golden  Gate  University  Library 

536  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 

Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jons  son  Library  of  Government 

Documents 
State  and  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 


